Social Climate in the University Social System by Groff, Peter L.
University of North Dakota 
UND Scholarly Commons 
Theses and Dissertations Theses, Dissertations, and Senior Projects 
12-1-2000 
Social Climate in the University Social System 
Peter L. Groff 
University of North Dakota 
Follow this and additional works at: https://commons.und.edu/theses 
Recommended Citation 
Groff, Peter L., "Social Climate in the University Social System" (2000). Theses and Dissertations. 4034. 
https://commons.und.edu/theses/4034 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses, Dissertations, and Senior Projects at UND 
Scholarly Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator 
of UND Scholarly Commons. For more information, please contact und.commons@library.und.edu. 
Social Climate in the University Social System 
by 
Peter L. Groff 
Bachelor of Science, University of Wisconsin - River Falls 
A Thesis 
Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 
of the 
University of North Dakota 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of 
Master of Arts 
Grand Forks, North Dakota 
December 
2000 
This thesis submitted by Peter L. Groff in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the Faculty Advisory Committee under whom the work has been 
done hereby approves the Degree of Master of Arts from the University of North 
Dakota. 
., 
This thesis meets the standards for appearance and conforms to the style 
and format requirements of the Graduate School of the University of North 




Title Social Climate in the University Social System 
Department Sociology 
Degree Master of Arts 
In presenting this thesis in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a 
graduate degree from the University of North Dakota, I agree that the Library of 
this University shall make it freely available for inspection. I further agree that 
permission for extensive copying for scholarly purposes may be granted by the 
professor who supervised my thesis work or, in his absence, by the Chair of the 
Sociology Department or the Dean of the Graduate School. It is understood that 
any copying or publication or other use of this thesis or part thereof for financial 
gain shall not be allowed without my written permission. It is also understood 
that due recognition shall be given to me and to the University of North Dakota in 
any scholarly use which may be made of any material in my thesis. 
Signature¢-ciifL 
Date /2 -/- � 
iii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS ...................................................................... v 
LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................. vi - x 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ....................................................................... xi 
ABSTRACT ......................................................................................... xii 
CHAPTER 
I. REVIEW OF LITERATURE ................................................... 1 
II. THEORETICAL OVERVIEW ................................................. 8 
Ill. METHODS AND PROCEDURES .......................................... 18 
IV. RES UL TS ........................................................................ 32 
V. CONCLUSIONS ................................................................. 83 
APPENDICIES ..................................................................................... 88 
REFERENCES .................................................................................. 110 
iv 
LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 
Figure Page 
3.1 Proposed theoretical and causal model of equal opportunity 
climate ...................................................................................... 15 
V 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table Page 
4.1 Demographics ............................................................................ 19 
4.2 Quality of Worklife Scale ............................................................... 25 
4.3 Likelihood of Discrimination Scale ................................................... 26 
4.4 Experiences With Discrimination Scale ............................................ 27 
4.5 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale .................................................. 28 
4.6 Civility Scale .............................................................................. 29 
5.1 The work atmosphere (friendliness, cooperation, etc.) ........................ 34 
5.2 The nature and kind of work you do ................................................. 35 
5.3 The process by which your job is evaluated ....................................... 35 
5.4 The frequency of your job evaluations .............................................. 36 
5.5 The opportunities for professional growth and development ................. 36 
5.6 The opportunity to work as a team with colleagues ............................. 37 
5.7 The opportunity to participate in the decision making for things that affect 
my department ........................................................................... 37 
5.8 The extent to which superiors are willing to share information with 
subordinates ............................................................................... 38 
5.9 How well superiors know and understand the problems faced by people at 
my level .................................................................................... 38 
5.1 O The level of trust between managers and employees .......................... 39 
5.11 The distribution of workload in my department. .................................. 39 
5.12 The adequacy of grievance procedures .......................................... .40 
5.13 Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) by Gender .......................... .41 
VI 
LIST OF TABLES CONTINUED 
Table Page 
5.14 Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) by Income ........................... 41 
5.15 Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) by Age ............................... .42 
5.16 Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) by Job Classification ............. .42 
5.17 Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) by Years at the Institution ....... .43 
5.18 Quality of Worklife by Gender (t test) .............................................. .44 
5.19 Quality of Worklife by Income (t test) .............................................. .44 
5.20 Quality of Worklife by Age (t test) ................................................... .45 
5.21 Quality of Worklife by Job Classification (t test) ................................. .45 
5.22 Quality of Worklife by Years at the Institution (t test) .......................... .46 
5.23 Gay and lesbian students at __ (University Name) are accepted and 
respected ................................................................................. 4 7 
5.24 Academic staff are treated and respected the same as tenure track 
faculty ....................................................................................... 48 
5.25 Classified employees are treated and respected the same as faculty and 
academic staff ........................................................................... 49 
5.26 My fellow faculty and staff treat me with the same respect as they show 
other faculty and staff ................................................................. .49 
5.27 Faculty and staff at __ (Name of University) are accepted and 
respected regardless of their sexual orientation ................................. 50 
5.28 Students at __ (University Name) are accepted and respected 
regardless of their racial or ethnic background ................................. 51 
5.29 Faculty and staff at __ (University Name) are accepted and respected 
regardless of their racial or ethnic background .................................. 51 
5.30 Students with disabilities at __ (University Name) are accepted and 
respected .................................................................................. 52 
5.31 Faculty and staff with disabilities at __ (University Name) are accepted 
and respected ........................................................................... 53 
VII 
LIST OF TABLES CONTINUED 
Table Page 
5.32 In departmental or staff meeting ideas presented by male faculty or staff 
are more highly valued than the ideas presented by female faculty or 
staff ....................................................................................... 54 
5.33 In general, men and women at __ (University name) are less attentive to 
a female speaking in a meeting than to a man speaking in a meeting ... 54 
5.34 Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) by Gender .......................................... 56 
5.35 Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) by Income .......................................... 56 
5.36 Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) by Age ................................................ 57 
5.37 Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) by Job Classification .............................. 57 
5.38 Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) by Years at lnstitution ............................ 58 
5.39 Civility Scale by Gender ............................................................... 59 
5 .40 Civility Scale by Income ............................................................... 59 
5.41 Civility Scale by Age .................................................................... 60 
5.42 Civility Scale by Job Classification .................................................. 60 
5.43 Civility Scale by Years at the Institution ............................................ 61 
5.44 Affirmative Action leads to hiring less qualified faculty and staff ............ 62 
5.45 (Name of University) places too much emphasis on diversity ..... 63 
5.46 A diverse workforce tends to splinter and divide the University promoting 
less campus unity ........................................................................ 64 
5.47 In many cases the success of __ (University Name) women 
faculty and staff is best explained by either luck or Affirmative Action 
hiring policies ............................................................................. 65 
5.48 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) by Gender .............. 66 
5.49 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) by Income .............. 66 
5.50 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) by Age .................. 67 
5.51 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) by Job 
Classification .............................................................................. 67 
viii 
LIST OF TABLES CONTINUED 
Table 
5.52 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) by Years at 
Page 
Institution ................................................................................... 68 
5.53 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale by Gender ................................... 69 
5.54 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale by Income ................................... 69 
5.55 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale by Age ....................................... 70 
5.56 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale by Job Classification ..................... 70 
5.57 Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale by Years at Institution .................... 71 
5.58 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Gender ................. 72 
5.59 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Income ................. 72 
5.60 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Age ..................... 73 
5.61 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Job 
Classification .............................................................................. 7 4 
5.62 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by years at 
Institution ................................................................................... 74 
5.63 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Civility Scale (Ordinal 
Level) ....................................................................................... 75 
5.64 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Quality of Worklife 
Scale (Ordinal Level) ................................................................... 76 
5.65 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Attitudes on Diversity 
Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) .......................................................... 76 
5.66 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale by Gender t-test.. ............................ 77 
5.67 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale by Income One-way ANOVA. ............ 77 
5.68 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale by Age One-way ANOVA .................. 78 
5.69 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale by Job Classification One-way 
ANOVA .................................................................................... 78 
5.70 Equal Opportunity Climate Scale by Years at Institution One-way 
ANOVA ..................................................................................... 79 
ix 
LIST OF TABLES CONTINUED 
Table Page 
5.71 Multiple Regression Results of Models Tested .................................. 80 
5.72 Relative Importance of Variables in the Proposed Model. .................... 81 
X 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
My sincere gratitude is extended to the members of my graduate thesis 
committee, Dr. James H. Larson, Dr. Janet Kelly-Moen, and Dr. John D. Williams 
for their inspiration and guidance during the course of this project. Each in their 
own special way has been an inspirational mentor and insightful guide along the 
journey. Thanks. 
Special thanks to Dr. Jan W.Hillard with whom this survey instrument was written 
and project was undertaken under his skillful supervision. 
Others to thank include: Dr. Nancy Parlin, Dr. Brian Copp, Carmen Williams 
(along with all the people in the Registrars Office/UNO), and my co-workers in 
the Office of Institutional Research and Planning at the University of St. Thomas. 
A special acknowledgement goes to my family. A few years ago I promised my 
mother Elsa, shortly before her death, that I would return and finish my degree at 
university. Not only did I do that, but now I'm getting my M.A. 
For those listed below I want to thank you for helping me keep my 
promise. Thank you: 
Charles Stanton, my dedicated father with whom none of this would have ever 
been possible. Heide, Doug, Kirsten, Ryan and Brett Warner. Mike and Sue 
Stanton. Aunt Bert. David, Nicole, Ian, Danni Rae, and Cassie Stokes. 
XI 
This Thesis is dedicated to Dr. James H. Larson 
Jim your counsel, wisdom, and friendship throughout this project 
has been unwavering. 
Thank you for helping me to find my potential and see it to completion. 
ABSTRACT 
Social climate (campus climate), which is defined as "Equal Opportunity 
Climate, 1" has been deemed important by recent legislation requiring that federally
funded institutions demonstrate a good faith effort to assess "climate" as an ongoing 
concern. The 1991 Civil Rights Act has expanded the working definition of social climate 
by including both the atmosphere and the behavior of discrimination. Social climate then 
becomes a legally recognized dimension of the workplace that is assumed to be a 
measurable concept, as an organizational level characteristic, that can be measured by 
individual perceptions and experiences with the social climate. 
One purpose of this study is the application and examination of a survey 
research approach, using a questionnaire composed of a combination of tested and 
untested items, in a university setting to determine an overall campus climate measure. 
A subsequent purpose is to analyze the campus climate survey instrument and the 
scales comprising the instrument to clarify and specify item validity and reliability 
measurement questions. 
While individual performance, associated with a higher education institution, may 
be attributed to many factors, it is felt that social climate becomes a key "contextual" 
concept influencing individual outcomes. Traditional variables [gender, age, social class, 
ethnicity, and sexual orientation] have been found to influence individual performance; 
however it is believed that social climate is a significant intervening variable modifying or 
distorting individual performance. Introducing and examining the effects of social climate 
will elucidate prior research linking traditional survey research variables with outcomes. 
In order to explicate these relationships in a higher education social system, a campus 
climate scale must be constructed responding to various measurement questions and 
issues. 
1 
Equal Opportunity Climate (EOC) is the expectation by an employee that work related behaviors directed 
by others toward the person will reflect merit and not one's racial/ethnic group, gender, national origin or 
membership in any other minority group. (Landis, 1990) 
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CHAPTER I 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
History of Campus Climate Research in Higher Education 
The concept of campus climate came into full force in the early 1980's with 
Sandler and Hall's proclamation of the "chilly climate" for women faculty and 
students in education (Sandler and Hall, 1982). In their original study Sandler, 
et al. (1982) described the affects of differential treatment of female and male 
students by female and male faculty in the classroom. Resultant data from their 
study showed that faculty tended to call on male students more frequently, give 
greater attention to their comments, and have greater eye contact than with 
female students. This differential treatment covertly creates a hostile or "chilly 
climate" for females in education. In later study Sandler and Hall turned their 
attention to the affect of "chilly climate" on women faculty, administrators and 
graduate students in academe (Sandler and Hall, 1986). 
The pioneering work of Sandler and Hall has set the trend for climate 
research in the academy. Subsequent researchers have followed their lead, 
making them two of the most cited experts in the field. The generally accepted 
approach in evaluating campus climate has been to look at factors such as the 
socialization of gender roles (of both girls and boys); men and women act in 
accordance to the socialization they received as children. Men are supposed to 
be strong, in charge and competent, while women are supposed to be passive, 
receptive, and nurturing (Bennett, 1982). In a study of college student behaviors, 
Brooks found male college students disproportionately dominated classroom 
discussion in female professor's courses as well as holding the conversation 
longer than their female peers (Brooks, 1982). Another study by Follet, et al. 
2 
(1982) found gender differences in perception of discrimination on the basis of 
gender. Significantly more women (50%) than men (30%) perceived that gender 
discrimination worked to the disadvantage of women on college campuses 
(Follet, Andberg and Hendel, 1982). It is not surprising then that students have a 
hard time with women professors authority; on one hand the student has been 
socialized to see the woman as nurturing and caring not as an authoritarian. 
This dichotomy has often been considered the result of the pervasive 
social devaluation of women in American society. Another example of how 
women faculty members are devalued is found in the study that Paludi and 
Strayer (1985) initiated on the differential evaluations of performance as a 
function of the author's name in professional publishing. This study focused on 
the effects of gender on clouding the attribution we afford to another's 
competence, as well as the way we evaluate their behavior and achievements. 
They reported that an article with a man's name on it would receive a higher 
rating than an article with a woman's name. Both men and women have 
traditionally devalued the work of women. This is particularly true in the 
attribution of success, men are talented and women are lucky or beneficiaries of 
Affirmative Action (Paludi and Strayer, 1985). 
Most of this research goes back to the 1980's and could be considered 
less relevant today. These articles have been cited for their foundational 
contributions to the traditional understanding of climate. In the recent few years 
there have been studies that continue to support the suppositions of the early 
research. There has been little research that refutes the early work on climate. 
Drew, for one, suggests that contemporary research is showing that significant 
inroads to equity have been accomplished in education (Drew, 1998). The reality 
is that both may very well be true. Gains in minority group achievement of 
greater equity in America have traditionally come in spurts as opposed an across 
the board reform movement. This is true for racial or ethnic minorities as well as 
women. 
3 
In the book Race Matters, Cornel West states (1994): 
Recent discussions about the plight of African Americans-especially those at 
the bottom of the social ladder-tend to divide into two camps. On the one 
hand, there are those who highlight the structural constraints on the life 
chances of black people. Their viewpoint involves a subtle historical and 
sociological analysis of slavery, Jim Crowism, job and residential 
discrimination, skewed unemployment rates, inadequate health care and 
poor education. On the other hand, there are those who stress the 
behavioral impediments on black upward mobility. They focus on the 
waning of the Protestant ethic-hard work, deferred gratification, frugality, 
and responsibility-in much of black America (p.17-18). 
West argues that even though both are somewhat true there is another factor, 
which must be reckoned with, nihilism. Nihilism is to be understood not as a 
philosophical doctrine that there are no rational grounds for legitimate standards 
or authority; it is; far more, the lived experience of coping with a life of horrifying 
meaninglessness, hopelessness, and (most important) lovelessness (1994). If 
what West is saying is true, then this may explain in part the lack of African­
Americans in academia. The supposition is that even if the structural and 
behavioral barriers were lifted from the black experience there has been a 
lifetime of learned nihilism. Most campus climate surveys are not going to be a 
great read of the black experience in universities. This is primarily because there 
are so few African -Americans employed by universities (for whatever reason) 
that it will be impossible to do any statistics that will determine both 
representative and significant differences from non-blacks. What climate surveys 
will do for non-white university employees are to elucidate the affect climate has 
on a minority who rises above individual nihilism and makes it in academe. 
Recent Campus Climate Research in Higher Education 
Dr. Dan Landis, University of Mississippi contends that climate research 
over the past decade has become fuzzy (Landis, 1994). It is often unclear what 
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is being measured, at what level, to what degree. In an attempt to bring clarity to 
climate research he has come up with the concept of Equal Opportunity Climate 
(EOC). Equal Opportunity Climate is an organizational or group level 
characteristic that can be measured by the perceptions and experiences of 
employees in the workplace. The benefit for assessing campus climate from this 
vantagepoint is the direct connection it makes with the legal aspects of equal 
opportunity, Affirmative Action, sexual harassment, and workplace discrimination. 
The 1991 Civil Rights Act, has expanded the definition and focus in climate 
assessment to entail both the atmosphere and the behavior of discrimination. 
Current federal legislation requires that federally funded institutions demonstrate 
a good faith effort to assess climate. Equal Opportunity Climate is the 
expectation by an employee that work related behaviors directed by others 
toward the person will reflect merit and not one's racial/ethnic group, gender, 
national origin or membership in any other minority group (Landis, 1990). The 
process of assessing campus climate based on EOC has the potential to 
revolutionize how climate is perceived, measured, and understood. 
Statement of the Problem 
Over the last 5-1 O years, American universities have become increasingly 
aware of the need to routinely evaluate the campus climate for women and 
minorities. Routine and rigorous evaluations of campus climate provide an 
important reference point for university administrators, faculty, students, and staff 
who bear the responsibility for delivering successful diversity-related initiatives 
and programs. Without a general assessment of the university's climate for 
women and minorities, it is very difficult to foresee implementation- problems and 
pitfalls or to correctly assess campus wide diversity and equal opportunity efforts. 
However in spite of the value associated with understanding an 
institution's climate, it appears that only a limited number of university's routinely 
5 
conduct climate surveys and that few standardized climate survey instruments 
have been developed, much less normed across national peer groups. 
While researchers are all too familiar the task of measuring complex 
institutional characteristics, measuring the climate for diversity is perhaps one of 
the most daunting tasks confronting the institutional researcher. The difficulties 
associated with the development, implementation, and analysis of a university­
wide climate assessment include: moving from abstract, if not reified, notions of 
"climate" to quantitative measures of institutional climate, the absence of well­
tested measures of institutional climate, the potential for heightened institutional 
sensitivity around questions of climate, diversity, and discrimination, the 
reluctance of potential survey respondents to complete surveys of sensitive 
issues, as well as the reluctance of the institution to accept or acknowledge 
findings from climate surveys that may challenge current perceptions of 
institutional culture. 
In spite of such significant obstacles, university climate surveys can be 
constructed, successfully carried out, and their results recounted to the university 
community with reasonable assurances of quality and meaning. While few, if any, 
standardized assessments of university climate are readily available off the shelf, 
considerable research that underlies the general assessment of the climate for 
women and minorities in other institutional settings. These settings include 
climate surveys used routinely by the U.S. military and private sector. Most 
notable in this regard is the invaluable work of Professor Dan Landis of the 
University of Mississippi (Landis, 1992). With care, previously developed 
measures of institutional climate can be successfully incorporated into university 
climate assessments. 
Coupled with evaluation of the quality of these "borrowed" measures 
(basic assessments of measurement reliability and validity) and prudent reporting 
of key findings, university climate surveys can be successfully executed and 
provide significant value to the campus community. 
Efforts to assess organizational traits have long accompanied academic 
interest in organizational behavior. Researchers interested in the concept of 
, 
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organizational culture, as well as practitioners of organizational development, 
have often sought to measure organizational level phenomena via the collective 
responses of organizational members. One such phenomenon is the concept of 
(social) organizational climate. Often seen as extremely difficult to measure, and 
the source of significant theoretical and methodological disputes on the concept's 
appropriate unity of theory (i.e. individual or organizational) (Glick, 1985), interest 
in the concept of organizational climate has grown as institutional efforts to 
diversity the workplace or education-place have increased. 
Often it is hypothesized that problems located in the "health" of an 
organization's climate determine to a great extent the success of specific efforts 
to diversity the institution. To test these assertions, organizations have sought to 
empirically measure a key component of climate defined by Landis (1990) as the 
"equal opportunity climate" (EOC). Landis defines the EOC as a "organizational 
attribute inferred by employees based upon the way their organization deals with 
equal opportunity matters" (Landis, 1992). In addition to perceptions of the EOC, 
other researchers have included measures of actual experiences with 
discrimination and prejudice in their assessments of organizational climate. 
These measures are typically drawn from aggregate records or via self-reports. 
Coupled with employee perceptions of the organization's support of the EOC, 
assessments of actual experiences with discrimination and prejudice provide a 
richer "snapshot" of organizational climate. 
The U.S. military has conducted more research into the concept of 
organizational culture (social climate) than perhaps any other sector of US 
society. The history of these efforts is captured in several studies particularly, 
Day, 1983; Landis et al. ( 1984); Thomas, 1988. Across these studies, significant 
efforts were made to measure overall climate, as well as, components of climate 
such as racial and gender attitudes with varying degrees of success. 
One of the most comprehensive climate instruments whose psychometric 
properties have been well-documented is the "Military Equal Opportunity Climate 
Survey (MEOCS) developed by Dansby and Landis (1991 ). This survey includes 
items designed to tap into an employee's expectations that particular events 
.J .. 
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related to the EOC may or may be likely to occur in their organization. The 
inclusion of these items is predicated on the notion that while many 
organizational members may not have direct experiences with discrimination, 
they can evaluate the potentiality for such events based upon their overall history 
with the organization. Landis has modified these items for application in 
university settings. 
Other efforts to develop climate-related measures for university settings 
include work completed at the Higher Education Research Institute (UCLA). The 
survey developed by the HERi includes several useful items that relate 
specifically to university settings. To date the HERi climate survey has not been 
used extensively. As a result, no national norms exist for the survey. This lack of 
comparative data is typical for extant climate surveys. At least for the foreseeable 




The following theoretical perspective is entirely framed from the invaluable 
work of Gary Allen Fine, Department of Sociology, University of Minnesota. In 
his article Negotiated Orders and Organizational Cultures (1984), Fine 
juxtaposes two distinctive theoretical perspectives as an attempt to bring 
resolution to the dualism encountered by the organizational researcher; agency 
and structure. While elucidating the symbolic-interactionist theory of Negotiated 
Order and the structuralist theory of Organizational Culture he molds and blends 
the two perspectives into a workable theory for basic and action research in 
organizational life. As defined by Fine (1984): 
Negotiated order and organizational culture represent two of the major recent 
approaches to the study of organizational life. Both of them focus on the actor's 
perspective on life in an organization, and they are complementary, even though they 
have rarely been brought together. They emphasize worker satisfaction and commitment 
and the noneconomic, nonrational working of organizations. Proponents of both 
perspectives also stress that members (and organizations) must take into account the 
constraints of their social and physical environments. In examining the connections 
between these two approaches, one must examine how they treat socialization, power, 
conflict, and interorganizational relations and how they are applied to organizational 
problems. (Negotiated Orders And Organizational Cultures, p.239) 
8 
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The basic framework to Fine's perspective is to understand social science in 
terms of metaphors. 
The Negotiated Order Metaphor 
As defined by Fine (1984): 
In attempting to summarize the negotiated order metaphor, three assumptions are of 
particular value. Negotiated order is based upon the way in which interactants perceive 
the structure in which they are embedded [hence, rules are contextual (Manning 1977, 
Sudnow 1965)], it assumes that change is inevitable and continuous (though often slow), 
and groups continually make adjustments to the situations in which they find themselves. 
This last point provides a direct connection between the negotiated order metaphor and 
dramaturgical theory (Mangham 1978, Mangham & Overington 1982, Manning 1982). 
The latter is founded on the assumption that individuals are conscious of their own 
positions and act so as to control others' impressions of them and their group. 
Negotiated order theorists have made a signal contribution to sociological understanding 
of organizations because of their attention to the details of how structures are 
constructed. In observing organizations from a distance, we may believe we see a 
stable, unchanging system of relationships. Yet, the negotiated order approach has 
sensitized researchers to the fact that these relationships are ultimately dependent upon 
the agreement of their parties and that they have constructed through a social, rather 
than entirely policy driven, process. Finally, this perspective reminds us that the ultimate 
organizational variable is the meaning that the environment has for the organizational 
member. (p.243) 
The Organizational Culture Metaphor 
As defined by Fine (1984): 
The importance of culture in directing human behavior has been so central to the study of 
anthropology that it hardly seems worth mentioning. This approach, however, has only 
recently been directly applied to the study of organizations (Smirch 1983). Some argue 
that strong and effective organizational culture ties the employee to the company and 
prevents alienation (Rohlen 1973, Ouachi 1981 ). Such cultures simultaneously provide 
J 
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legitimization for the company in its dealings with the outside (B. Schwartz 1983, Kamens 
1977). Organizational managers should, from this perspective, be conscious of the 
expressive or symbolic content of their decisions or in Pfeffer's (1981) words, of 
"management as symbolic action." The cultural forms that characterize an organization 
fall into numerous traditional genres: slang or jargon, jokes, ideology, sagas and 
histories, rituals and ceremonies, and stories (e.g. Meissner 1976, Swidler 1979). Some 
researchers speak of organizational "myths" (Abravanal 1983, Boje et al. 1982), although 
this idea might better be translated as ''folk benefits" or values (Dundes 1971 ), since it 
typically lacks any narrative component. These cultural traditions are found to be quite 
similar across organizations (Martin et al. 1983). 
Much writing in this area has attempted to list characteristics of the cultures of 
the "best" corporations (e.g. Peters & Waterman 1982:13-15; Deal & Kennedy 1982:107-
23; Harrison 1972; 121-23; Asnoff 1979; 119-20). Others emphasize typologies of the 
functions that cultural traditions serve (Boje et al. 1982, Trice & Beyer 1983). The 
argument ultimately boils down to the assertion that some cultures are better for some 
organizations than others (Schwartz & Davis 1981, Ouchi 1980) and that organizations 
must be flexible enough to change their cultures when necessary (Wilkins & Ouchi 1983). 
Ceremonies also typify organizational policy and induce commitment. Individuals 
"buy into" the system through organizational rituals. Ceremonies demonstrate that an 
organizations acting in an appropriate manner on the basis of collectively values 
purposes (J. W. Meyer & Rowan 1977) The individual participant is publicly professing 
that he or she belongs, and this has greater impact than private beliefs because one's 
behavior convinces one of one's attitude (Bern 1972). Events also serve to build 
community through shared emotional participation (Goodin 1980). One's commitment 
need not be to the entire system but may be subcultural (e.g. along line workers) and 
may, in fact promote alienation from the organization (p.243) 
While both approaches lend themselves quite easily to qualitative 
research it is much harder to envision the applicability to a quantitative 
methodology as with this particular study of campus climate in higher education. 
Fine demonstrates contextual variables such as work satisfaction and 
organizational commitment in such a manner that opens the doors to quantitative 
research. While it is true that traditionally symbolic-interationists have cornered 
the market on value laden symbols and their contextual meanings, Landis (1990) 
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has provided the framework necessary to the understanding that the meanings 
derived from individual experiences with and perceptions of the likelihood of 
discrimination can be quantitatively measured as an organizational level variable. 
Much of our traditional wisdom on race and gender relations over the past 100 
years has been shrouded in cultural traditions and folklore. Emergent ideologies 
of equity have been slow to come to full fruition because of such values. With 
the juxtaposition of both agency and structure one can come to some better 
understanding that while a certain percentage of variance can be explained at 
the organizational level, ultimately, some explanation will be lost in the 
translation. That is why focusing on the Equal Opportunity Climate aspect of 
organizational climate is imperative. 
Bringing the Two Theoretical Perspectives Together 
The primary aspects of the two perspectives that fit well together are 
defined by Fine as the convergence of meaning, satisfaction and commitment, 
noneconomic decision making, and constraints. Fine also makes the point that 
the two theoretical perspectives diverge at the point of collective or individual 
order, content, and applied focus (Fine 1984). For the purpose of this thesis the 
former will be explicated and the latter left for another paper. 
As defined by Fine (1984): 
MEANING: Proponents of both metaphors recognize that a person's life in an 
organization is dependent on his or her sense-making ability. Although the objective 
features of organizations constrain individuals, they do so through social meanings. To 
understand an organization from both perspectives one must understand it as members 
do-i.e. one must attempt to capture how the organization appears to those who inhabit 
it. Maines (1982) tried to capture this emergent property of organizational interaction 
without overlooking the significance of consequences and conditions (i.e. structural 
constraints and effects) by using the construct mesostructure. By this he meant that 
researchers can treat consequences and conditions processually by examining 
contextualized interactions among persons and groups. (p.245) 
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SATISFACTION AND COMMITMENT: Organizational theorists often treat working life 
(and life in organizations generally) as if it were unremittingly grim. Such is not the case. 
Organizational members routinely structure their lives to maximize their satisfaction. 
Studies of factory workers demonstrate that many have "fun" on the job (Roethlisberger & 
Dickson 1939, Roy 1959-1960, Mccarl 197 4, Jones 1980). The expressive side of work 
is as important as the task-oriented component. While extensive play in work is well 
known empirically, it is significant theoretically as well. Both organizational culture and 
negotiated order theorists see play as a way for members to gain control over conditions 
of their work. Play leads to satisfaction, which leads to commitment. Negotiating a 
longer coffee break with one's foreman, engaging in ritual banter, or playing at one's work 
as an aesthetic enterprise (Abrahams 1978) indicates the human push toward creativity 
and autonomy. Proponents of both approaches recognize that the goal of such activities 
is building commitment (see Becker 1960, Clark 1972, Maines 1977). Such commitment 
is a consequence of the meaning that work and belonging have for the worker, and, in 
turn, affects the quality of life within the organization (Gerson 1976). (P.246) 
NONECONOMIC DECISION-MAKING: Related to the importance of play is the fact that 
both metaphors are founded on the view that organizations do not operate on the basis of 
a rational economic model. Organizations (and people) it is assumed, behave in 
whatever way seems best at the moment. Organizations are seen as essentially 
anarchic entities: Decisions are made with incomplete information (Lyles & Mitroff 1980, 
Starbuck 1983), and structures are loosely coupled (Weick 1976, Rubin 1979). Perhaps 
not surprisingly, many studies of nonrational organizations focus on universities, where 
decisions seem to result from the traditions of the organization (Clark 1972) or from the 
need to take some action (Starbuck 1983). These decisions are not necessarily 
nonadaptive; they simply are thought through casually. The basic goal of an organization 
is its own survival, but it is by no means clear how this can be achieved, so organizations 
are forced to rely upon "morally sustaining ideas" (Seiznick 1949) and upon 
organizational culture (Ranson et al. 1980). The need to take some action enhances the 
importance of the negotiation process in organizational decision-making in the face of 
opposition (Benson 1977). (p.246) 
CONSTRAINTS: Advocates of both perspectives recognize that real constraints direct 
and channel the actions of individuals and organizations. Environmental conditions 
ground individuals in social systems, since resources such as power and materials 
constitute the basis for the "interaction order." (p.246) 
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The remaining aspects of Fine's theoretical perspective will be 
synthesized with the particular constraints of this research project in an attempt 
to bring some coupling between the two. Higher Education organizations utilize 
workplace socialization as a means for the acquisition of learned expectations 
and behaviors for the new employee. This includes the socialization of 
colleagues, subordinates and students and as the level of integration changes 
the need for negotiated order and understanding of the organizational culture 
remains virtually the same. Fine sites a study conducted by Van Maanen and 
Schein (1972) that suggests that all organizational roles posses three factors. 
First, there is a knowledge base or technical component to an individual role in 
an organization. Second, there is a strategic base or an understanding of the 
rules that underpin one's work. And lastly, there is the mission or purpose that is 
mandated by the employer. Transcending the stigma of the new employee 
status requires significant impression management skills to develop the trust of 
superiors and co-workers. Acceptance and respect can be delayed on the basis 
of stigma attached to gender or race in certain arenas and circumstances. This is 
a particularly important theoretical component to this research study. If an 
individual perceives that acceptance and respect is withheld on the basis of 
minority group membership this will in fact affect the individual perception of the 
workplace climate. If there happens to be a group of employees practicing the 
same value laden stereotypical behavior toward that individual this is then 
indicative of an organizational component to discrimination. It is often perceived 
as the case when one member of an educational unit is discriminating on the 
basis of minority group membership, that all others in the unit are follow suit 
(organizational culture); this has particularly been the premise of many looking at 
the old school white male dominated Academe of the past. The issue of the 
impact and potential carry over of negative expectations created by experiences 
obtained outside the particular organization of inquiry is often unattended to. The 







and the expectation associated with social outcomes might very well be attached 
to primary statuses outside the scope of the research parameters. Nonetheless, 
it is clear that the negative actions of group members who perpetuate workplace 
socialization that supports derogatory stereotypes of race, gender or sexual 
orientation can be either isolated or a part of a larger organizational good-ole boy 
culture. 
Power and conflict are often neglected in the interactionist perspective. 
The traditional structuralist perspective on power and conflict is often based on 
Weber's definition that identifies that power is the ability to control others, events 
or resources. To have the ability to make happen what one wants in spite of 
obstacles, resistance, or opposition. Marx had a little different take on power; his 
concern was with classes and social systems rather than on the individual. It 
makes sense that both of these perspectives are at the heart of the individual 
level vs. organizational level assessment of the equal opportunity climate in 
higher education. 
THE MODEL 
Perceptions of Organizational Climate (EOG): A Proposed Model 
Based upon the result of the assessment of measurement quality, a 
causal model of equal opportunity climate was proposed. This model reflects the 
inclusion of factors typically associated with determinants of faculty and staff 
perceptions of climate. First, a set of antecedent factors related to the 
respondents' demographic characteristics (i.e. gender, age, and length of 
employment, income level). Second, a set of more contextual factors related to 
the respondents perception of their quality of worklife at the university, their 
overall support for policies related to racial and gender-based diversity, and their 
assessment of organizational civility (i.e. the general levels of respect and 
acceptance across the university community). These variables are portrayed in 















The antecedent factors of gender, income, age, job classification, and the 
length of employment at the institution (job length) were included in the model for 
their potential connection to respondents' perceptions of institutional climate. 
Respondents' race and sexual orientation were not included due to their limited 
presence in the faculty and staff make-up of this mid-western institution. Much of 
the extant literature, as well as common thought, suggest that these individual 
characteristics are the most potent predictors of a person's assessment of the 
institutional climate for women and minorities. After all, it is commonly assumed 
that perceptions of climate are a function of the faculty or staff members gender 
and/or age. 
The more proximate factor of quality of worklife was included as key 
contextual variable. An individual's general level of satisfaction with their 
workplace and its component elements may indeed serve as a filter, coloring how 
the individual perceives the university climate. For example, it may be that 
individual's who rate their quality of worklife low are predisposed to offer negative 
assessments of climate, regardless of their gender, age, income, job 
classification, or length of employment. 
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Two additional proximate factors are included in the model, the 
respondents' general support for diversity policy and perception of institutional 
civility. Each of these factors can influence a faculty or staff member's perception 
of campus climate, and therefore their impact must be understood. First, an 
individual's assessment of the level of civility across campus (e.g. the way people 
treat one another in terms of respect, trust and general acceptance) may indeed 
influence their perception of the climate for women and minorities. Second, it 
would seem that an individual's position on diversity policies in general; either 
positive or negative might influence their perception of the campus climate. Given 
this possibility, respondents' attitude on diversity policy in general was also 
included added in the model. 
APPL YING THE MODEL - THE HYPOTHESIS 
The previously discussed model explicates the relationship of both 
antecedent and contextual variables and their ability to predict outcomes of 
campus climate. Equal Opportunity Climate (social climate) is a legally 
recognized dimension of the workplace when measured, as an organizational 
level characteristic elucidates patterns of organizational level discrimination of 
women and minorities. Equal Opportunity Climate is measured by individual 
experiences and perceptions of the likelihood of discrimination within the social 
climate. 
Hypothesis of Significant Differences in Group Means 
Null Hypothesis: 
There is no difference between organizational or group level scores on the 
campus climate (EOC) dependent scale. 
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Research Hypothesis: 
1. There is a significant difference between women and men on the
campus climate (EOC) dependent scale.
2. There is a significant difference between group level characteristics
based on income on the campus climate (EOC) dependant scale.
3. There is a significant difference between group level characteristics
based on age on the campus climate (EOC) dependant scale.
4. There is a significant difference between group level characteristics
based on job classification on the campus climate (EOC) dependant
scale.
5. There is a significant difference between group level characteristics
based on the number of years an employee has been at the institution
on the campus climate (EOC) dependant scale.
Hypothesis of Model Predictability 
Null Hypothesis: 
There is no difference between the antecedent and contextual variables in 
the model in terms of their ability to predict campus climate (EOC) 
dependent scale scores. 
Research Hypothesis: 
6. Antecedent variables (gender, income, age, job classification, and
years at institution) in this model are the best predictors of campus climate 
(EOC) dependent variable scale scores. 
7. Contextual variables (Quality of Worklife, Civility, and Attitudes on
Diversity) in the model are the best predictors of campus climate (EOC) 
dependent variable scale scores. 
Chapter Ill 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Data Collection 
Sample and Response Rates 
Once developed and pilot tested, the survey of campus climate was 
administered via campus mail to all University faculty and staff (N=600) at a mid­
sized, public, comprehensive university of approximately 6000 students, located 
in the upper Midwest. Of the 600 faculty and staff, 285 completed the survey for 
a response rate of 48%. 
The response rate is likely attributable to several factors. First, assessing 
and responding to concerns around institutional climate was a key administrative 
priority. Second, the survey received good internal publicity. Third, several 
campus groups charged with climate-related concerns (i.e. the "Commission on 
the Status of Women supported the survey''}. 
Analysis of the respondent sample (see table 4.1) revealed a close 
correspondence to the true parameters of the University faculty and staff for age, 
work location, length of employment, and race. There was a much higher 
response rate for women than for men. While comprising one-third of all faculty 
staff members at the university (34%), women comprised one-half of all 
respondents to the survey instrument. As noted earlier there was significant 
support from campus groups focused on women faculty and staff employment 
issues on this particular campus. This buy in, in conjunction with heightened 
institutional concern and support for the working experiences of women at the 
university, may explain to some degree response rate differences between 








Female 34.0% 50.7% 
Male 66.0% 49.3% 
total 100.0% 100.0% 
Race 
American Indian 0.4% 0.7% 
Asian 4.0% 0.7% 
Hispanic 2.0% 0.4% 
White 91.9% 95.7% 
African American 1.6% 0.4% 
Other 0.0% 2.2% 
total 99.9% 100.1% 
Job Classification 
Tenure Track Faculty 33.7% 35.4% 
Teaching Academic Staff 4.5% 7.5% 
Non-teaching Academic Staff 16.1% 19.3% 
Classified Staff 31.7% 31.1% 
LTE 13.9% 4.6% 
Other 0.0% 2.1% 
total 99.9% 100.0% 
The Survey Instrument and Key Measures 
The climate survey instrument was developed after a series of intensive, 
on-campus focus groups, consultation with researchers and professionals who 
were experienced in either designing or using climate surveys, and a review of 
the extant literature in the area of climate surveys. 
The instrument development process extended over two semesters in 
which key campus stakeholders were given multiple opportunities to review and 
offer feedback related to the emerging climate instrument. 
Upon reflection, this extended development cycle fostered a more 
supportive context leading up to the administration of the climate survey. Faculty 
and staff "buy in" were critical to laying the foundation for a successful survey 
effort. In addition, early in the survey development cycle, over 40 faculty, staff, 
students, and administrators convened for a Campus Climate Visioning Exercise 
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to discuss their sense of climate and examples of both healthy and unhealthy 
university climates. 
As a result of the Visioning Exercise working definitions and shared 
understanding among participants were developed as the components 
underlying campus climate were elucidated. There was much discussion 
pertaining to University Policies and Procedures. As building blocks for Policies 
and Procedures the group identified five sub-areas that make for a healthy 
climate. It was proposed that at all meetings of University units, departments, 
clubs, and organizations topics like racism, sexism and campus climate would 
have a place as a standing agenda item (required agenda items). Words like 
tolerant, accepting, and open-minded would replace (as agreed university wide 
terminology) the phrase "politically correct." There would be Fair and Equitable 
Treatment and individuals would share a good faith relational practices. Clear 
and Simple Policies for campus hate crimes and sexual harassment would be 
available and easily understood by all as well as those individuals who 
discriminate would be held accountable. 
A second notable area revolved around the University Missions, Goals, 
and Purpose. That there would be University wide decision making processes 
where shared power would be the model and the rule not the exception. The 
University would embrace and develop a non-threatening environment where 
members are encouraged, if not expected, to exhibit attitudes of respect and 
acceptance. 
The results of this exercise provided to be invaluable in developing a 
much more complete understanding of the campus climate and how to possibly 
assess it, and even more importantly, valuable insight into the role of institutional 
culture in shaping perceptions of climate. 
In order to elucidate the underlying concepts for this study even further a 
content analysis of 18 extant campus climate surveys was undertaken. In many 
ways there was a high correspondence between the visioning exercise and the 
content analysis in terms of results. The most frequently appearing items 
focused on sexual harassment, discrimination, equal opportunities, plans for 
21 
diversity, respect & support, and equal distribution of information in a university 
wide basis. The questions on sexual harassment included but were not 
exclusive to sexually explicit stories, jokes, comments, physical contact, and 
disparaging remarks. Items on discrimination measured expected incidence of 
specific actions based on minority group membership. They also included issues 
like the propagation of racist/sexist/homophobic stereotypes and ethnoviolence in 
the form of graffiti and vandalism. There were many questions that referred to 
the respondent knowledge of and agreement with university plans for increasing 
diversity through recruiting, hiring, and keeping faculty, staff and students of 
color. Respect and support items explored both horizontal and vertical links of 
relational patterns in the higher education organizations. Lastly, there were 
several surveys that explored the extent to which there was an equal distribution 
of information and resources throughout the organization. Each of the extant 
surveys contained a differing amount of questions and content. It was only 
through the content analysis that the patterns emerged. This process was critical 
to the construction of the survey instrument involved in this research project. 
The survey instrument was made up of a series of scales and individual 
measurers totaling some 85 items. These included: 
I. a series of individual level measures (i.e. gender, age, job
classification) designed to measure the respondent's key social
characteristics and organizational "status"
II. 15 items designed to measure the respondent's quality of working
life (i.e. job satisfaction, attachment to the institution, experience
with co-workers, etc.)
Ill. a series of items designed to measure the respondent's general
support for diversity policies (i.e. affirmative action in hiring)
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IV. a series of items designed to measure the respondent's perception
of institutional "civility" (i.e. respect shown employees, employee
trust levels, etc.)
V. an institutional climate scale made up of two dimensions of climate,
respondents' personal experiences with discrimination and
perceptions of the likelihood of climate-related events
The measures used in the survey were selected for several reasons. First, 
they appeared in existing surveys of institutional climate that had undergone 
extensive application (e.g. "best practice" criterion). Second, they meet the 
stakeholders of the instrument criteria for measure quality. Third, they fit with the 
causal models of determinants of institutional climate derived from the extant 
literature. 
Reliability and Validity Assessment of Key Measures 
Measures of the institutional climate for women, racial and ethnic groups 
are difficult to develop. Measures of climate suffer from many of the problems 
associated with the measurement of racial attitudes. They include being "time 
bound", being subject to respondent effects such as social desirability, and being 
prone to validity issues related to measuring a multi-dimensional, complex 
phenomena. 
In order to at least partially address some of the concerns that surround 
the measurement of climate, the reliability and validity of the climate scales used 
in this study were carefully evaluated, as well as the measurement quality of 
other key survey measures employed. 
Presenting internal instrument validity and reliability with a degree of 
confidence requires the application of a statistical based examination on 
individual items on the instrument. Calculating and producing coefficient alpha 
for underlying instrument scales is not sufficient evidence of reliability. A 
comprehensive examination of key items used in this climate survey was 
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conducted using both the item correlation coefficients and scale coefficient 
alphas. According to Spector (1992): 
Coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) is a measure of the internal consistency of a 
scale. It is a direct function of both the number of items and their magnitude of 
intercorrelations. Coefficient alpha can be raised by increasing the number of 
items or by raising their intercorrelation. Even items with very low 
intercorrelations can produce a relatively high coefficient alpha, if there is enough 
of them. (p.31) 
In choosing items for a scale, both item-remainder coefficients and 
coefficient alpha are typically evaluated. A series of steps may be involved, 
deleting some items, checking alpha, deleting more items, and rechecking alpha, 
until a final set of items is chosen. Deleting "bad" items tend to raise alpha, but 
reducing the number of items tends to lower it. Deleting many weak items may 
or may not raise the coefficient alpha, depending how many items are left and 
how weak the deleted items were (Spector, 1992). 
Applying item analysis techniques identifies inadequate items that if 
removed directly increases the coefficient alpha as well as the correlation 
coefficients between the remaining items in the scale. To assess the internal 
consistency and reliability of key survey scales, item analysis techniques were 
used. Item-remainder coefficient analysis specifically explicates the relationship 
between individual items in the scale and the sum of the remaining items in the 
scale (1992). Item-remainder correlation coefficients used in conjunction with 
coefficient alpha are an effective process in demonstrating both internal 
consistency and measurement reliability. 
To assess the content validity of scales, efforts were made to accurately 
operationalize the underlying concepts for each of the scales. Here, the 
instrument construction process was enhanced through a careful examination of 
the extant literature on campus climate, conversations with experts in the field of 




on-campus focus groups to assess the face validity of key climate scales and 
measures. 
To determine the reliability of a set of items it is important to establish the 
criteria by which items are chosen for retention or deletion. Here, two 
"benchmarks" were employed to assess scale reliability. The first "benchmark" is 
to examine changes in the alpha coefficient upon the removal and or addition of 
selected scale items. Scale items are included only if they improve the alpha 
coefficient. The second "benchmark is to consider the magnitude of the item­
remainder coefficient. If the correlation between the item and the summed total 
of the remaining items is below .400 the item is a good candidate for removal. 
One additional technique that was applied to the presentation of construct 
validity for the independent variable scales (Quality of Worklife, Civility and 
Attitudes on Diversity Efforts) was the inclusion of factor analysis to each of the 
scales to determine the underlying dimensionality of the theoretical constructs. 
The application of exploratory factor analysis will show the extent to which 
individual independent scale items correspond to the common factor within the 
scale. With the knowledge that the items in the scale are possibly just a few of 
the universe of all variables comprising the construct scale Alpha factoring is the 
preferred extraction solution. Alpha factoring through, psychometric inference 
allows for the maximum generalizability of findings to the population surveyed. 
This psychometric inference is a test of reliability comparable to the Kuder­
Richardson reliability coefficient or Cronbach's alpha. (Kim, 1978) Traditionally 
exploratory factor analysis utilizes an orthogonal rotation applied to the factor 
solution; historically, propriety suggests that the factors should be treated as 
unrelated and uncorrelated to each other (1978). With out knowing the extent to 
which underlying factors correspond to each other another possible solution may 
be applied. Applying an oblique rotation, such as direct oblimin, to the alpha 
factoring solution allows for the possibility that the factors are inter-correlated to a 
certain extent. In a complex, under-defined construct like "campus climate" the 
possibility of a relationship or correlation between factors is entirely plausible and 
must be taken into account. 
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Results of the Reliability and Validity Assessment 
The first scale analyzed was the "Quality of Worklife" scale. This 
independent variable scale originally was comprised of 15 Likert type (5 point) 
items that asked respondents to rate their satisfaction and experiences with 
items such as work atmosphere, job evaluations and process, level of shared 
information, and workload. Responses ranged from "very dissatisfied" to "very 
satisfied." After the item-remainder coefficient and coefficient alpha procedures 
were completed three of the original items were removed from the scale. 
Overall, the final scale produced a Cronbach's alpha of .9078 and the item­
remainder coefficients for all included items ranged from .499 to . 756 (Table 4.2). 
Table4.2 




Step 1 2 
1 0.621 0.629 
2 0.492 0.501 
3 0.503 0.434 
4 0.351 . 
5 0.396 . 
6 0.621 0.621 
7 0.530 0.523 
8 0.616 0.613 
9 0.657 0.667 
10 0.707 0.714 
11 0.734 0.757 
12 0.679 0.703 
13 0.674 0.694 
14 0.613 0.623 
15 0.591 0.581 
Step 1 Cronbach's Alpha= .9029 
Step2 Cronbach's Alpha= .9065 
Step3 Cronbach's Alpha= .9078 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Item-Remainder 
3 Step 1 2 3 
0.631 0.8953 0.8991 0.9006 
0.499 0.8999 0.9042 0.9061 
. 0.8999 0.9078 . 
. 0.9054 . . 
. 0.9031 . . 
0.626 0.8954 0.8958 0.9008 
0.529 0.8986 0.9000 0.9052 
0.611 0.8955 0.8965 0.9016 
0.668 0.8941 0.8945 0.8989 
0.717 0.8917 0.8921 0.8962 
0.756 0.8906 0.8899 0.8941 
0.705 0.8930 0.8768 0.8969 
0.699 0.8933 0.8770 0.8972 
0.622 0.8956 0.8796 0.9010 
0.567 0.8966 0.8829 0.9034 
Items marked with • indicate they have been dropped from the scale. 
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When the Alpha factoring solution with an oblique rotation, such as direct 
oblimin was applied to the items for the Quality of Worklife Scale two, highly 
correlated (r=.581) factors were produced explaining 60.06% of the scale 
variance across the items. The first factor had an eigenvalue of 5.973 and 
explained 49.78% of the variance the second had an eigenvalue of 1.234 
(10.28%). The first factor extracted contained the items relating to satisfaction 
with superiors sharing information with subordinates, supervisors awareness of 
problems, trust between managers and employees, decision making 
opportunities, work atmosphere, teamwork, distribution of workloads and 
grievance procedures. The second factor was comprised of items relating to 
satisfaction with frequency of job evaluations, the job evaluation process, 
opportunities for professional development and the nature of their job. Items 
loading for factor one ranged from .599 to .863 and had moderate to high 
correlation with factor two (.391 to .625). Item loading for factor two ranged from 
.487 to .821 and corresponded with factor one moderately to highly as well (.394 
to .571 ). 
The second scale analyzed was the "Likelihood of Discrimination" scale. 
This dependent variable scale originally was comprised of 12 Likert type (5 point) 
items that required respondents to rate the chance or likelihood of certain types 
of workplace behaviors may occur on campus. Items in the Likelihood of 
Discrimination scale demonstrated explicit acts of discrimination that have been 
accounted for in academic settings throughout the United States. It is contended 
that a faculty or staff member can discern the extent of the possibility that such 
an act could occur on campus. Reponses ranged from "almost no chance" to "a 
very good chance." After the item-remainder coefficient and coefficient alpha 
procedures were completed all of the original items were retained in the scale. 
The final scale produced a Cronbach's alpha of .9170 and the item-remainder 
coefficients for all items ranged from .519 to .758 (Table 4.3). 
Table 4.3 
Likelihood of Discrimination 
Scale 
Pearson's (1T) 














Step 1 Cronbach's Alpha = .9170 
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Step 
Items marked with * indicate they have been dropped from the scale. 
Cronbach's Alpha 














The third scale analyzed was the "Experiences with Discrimination" scale. 
This dependent variable scale originally was comprised of 15 Likert type (5 point) 
items that portray aspects of discrimination that the respondent may have 
experienced in the past two years. Respondents were given a range of 
responses that indicated the frequency with which they had personally 
experienced discrimination across the items over the past two years. Possible 
responses ranged from "never experienced this" to "experienced this more than 5 
times over the past two years." The areas of discrimination measured primarily 
focused on the respondents personal experiences with work related behaviors 
directed toward them on the basis of their race/ethnicity, gender, and sexual 
orientation. 
After the item-remainder coefficient and coefficient alpha procedures were 
completed five of the original items were removed from the scale. Overall, the 
final scale produced a Cronbach's alpha of .8758 and the item-remainder 
coefficients for all included items ranged from .547 to .733 (Table 4.4). 
Table 4.4 





Step 1 2 
1 0.587 0.593 
2 0.554 0.562 
3 0.579 0.574 
4 0.592 0.597 
5 0.540 0.547 
6 0.721 0.733 
7 0.678 0.682 
8 0.679 0.682 
9 0.647 0.651 
10 0.560 0.566 
11 0.134 * 
12 0.107 * 
13 0.148 * 
14 0.164 * 
15 0.123 * 
Step 1 Cronbach's Alpha = .8469 





















Items marked with • indicate they have been dropped from the scale. 
The fourth scale analyzed was the "Attitudes on Diversity Efforts" scale. 
This independent variable scale was comprised of 4 Likert type (5 point) items 
that required respondents to rate their agreement with statements specific to 
organizational diversity. Each of the four items reflected a particular perspective 
on either affirmative action or efforts related to building a diverse workforce. 
Responses range from "disagree strongly'' to "agree strongly." After the item­
remainder coefficient and coefficient alpha procedures were completed, where 
one of the items had an item-remainder coefficient of .210 and contributed to 
slightly lowering the coefficient alpha, all of the original items were retained in the 
scale. The final scale produced a Cronbach's alpha of .6302 and the item­
remainder coefficients for all items ranged from .210 to .565. The item was 
retained primarily to test the theoretical model in the research project (Table 4.5). 
Table 4.5 
Attitudes on Diversity Efforts 
Scale 
Pearson's (1T) 






Step 1 Cronbach's Alpha = .6302 
29 
Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item is Removed 





Items marked with • indicate they have been dropped from the scale. 
When the Alpha factoring solution with an oblique rotation, such as direct 
oblimin was applied to the items for the Attitudes on Diversity Efforts scale one 
factor was produced explaining 48.95% of the scale variance across the items. 
The factor had an eigenvalue of 1 .958 and contained all of the items relating to 
affirmative action leading to the hiring of less qualified faculty, the University 
placing too much emphasis on diversity, diverse workforce promoting less unity, 
and women faculty success due to affirmative action or luck. Items loading for 
the factor ranged from .262 to . 775. 
The last scale analyzed was the "Civility'' scale. This scale originally was 
comprised of 11 Likert type (5 point) items that required respondents to rate their 
agreement with statements that described interactions of work place civility or 
incivility. Reponses ranged from "disagree strongly'' to "agree strongly." After 
the item-remainder coefficient and coefficient alpha procedures were completed 
all of the original items were retained in the scale. The final scale produced a 
Cronbach's alpha of .8588 and the item-remainder coefficients for all items 





























Step 1 Cronbach's Alpha = .8588 
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Cronbach's Alpha 













Items marked with • indicate they have been dropped from the scale. 
When the Alpha factoring solution with an oblique rotation, such as direct 
oblimin was applied to the items for the Civility Scale three, moderately to highly 
correlated (r=.417 / -.534 / -.411) factors were produced explaining 65.19% of the 
scale variance across the items. The first factor had an eigenvalue of 4.695 and 
explained 42.68% of the variance the second had an eigenvalue of 1 .494, the 
third with an eigenvalue of 1.052 explaining 13.58% and 9.56% respectively. 
The first factor extracted contained the items relating to student and faculty 
acceptance based race, disabilities, and sexual orientation. The second factor 
was comprised of items relating to ideas presented by men being valued more 
than women, men and women being less attentive to women speaking, and the 
extent that the respondent feels that others threat them. Factor three pertained 
to how classified staff is treated by faculty and how academic staff is treated by 
tenured faculty. Items loading for factor one ranged from .482 to .795 and had 
moderate to low correlation with factor two and three (.253 to .468 / -.366 to -
.496). Item loading for factor two ranged from .504 to .961 and corresponded 
with factor one and three moderately to low as well (.297 to .307 / -.292 to -.351 ). 
�- -- - --------------------------!1:1=""""!'!""""!'!""""!'!��i111 
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Item loading for factor three ranged from -.592 to -.844 and moderately 




The Research Population 
The research sample was evenly balanced between female (50.7%) and 
male (49.3%) respondents. The sample was homogeneously white (95.7%) with 
a small percentage of the respondents reporting being American Indian (.7%), 
Asian (.7%), Hispanic (.4%), African American (.4%), and Other (2.2%). Tenure 
Track Faculty (35.4%) made up the largest job classification followed by 
Classified Staff (31.1 %), Non-teaching Academic Staff (19.3%), Teaching 
Academic Staff (7.5%), LTE's (4.6%), and those that classified themselves as 
Other (2.1%). The majority of the respondents reported that English was their 
primary language (97.5%), were predominately heterosexual (96.4%) and only 
8.2% reported having any work related disability. Ranging from under 30 years 
old (4.6%) to over 60 (6.1 %) the majority of the respondents (42.9%) reported 
being between 40 and 49 years of age, 28.9% were between 50 and 59, and 
17.5% reported being between 30 and 39. Most have been employed in the 
institution for 5 to 20 years (55%) while a significant number (22.3%) have been 
employed less than 5 years, and an additional 22. 7% have been at the institution 
for more than 20 years. Only 3.1 % report making less than $15,000 compared to 
the 14.2% making between $15,000 - 30,000, the 15% between $30,000 -
35,000, the 20% making $45,000 - 60,000, those making between $60,000 -





The Independent Variables 
Resultant data from each of the independent variable items and additive 
scales constructed for the campus climate survey were examined by applying 
both univariate and bi-variate statistical analysis. The following section is 
intended to bring a much more clear elucidation to the function and depth of each 
survey item. The Quality of Worklife Scale, the Civility Scale and the Attitudes on 
Diversity Scale are all measures that in prior research have been included in the 
construction of various dependent variable measures. As previously explained in 
the research problem section each of these scales are components of 
organizational culture that are outside of the Equal Opportunity Climate measure 
being used as a dependent variable in this research. 
Quality of Worklife Scale 
Each of the items contained in the Quality of Worklife Scale were cross­
tabulated with the antecedent variable Gender to test for significant differences 
(chi-square) in responses between women and men. Scale items were 
subsequently cross-tabulated with income, age, job classification, and job length 
(years at institution). The application of Gamma, a Proportionate Reduction in 
Error statistic used in differing measures of association, was utilized to test for 
differences across demographic (ordinal level) groups. Proportionate Reduction 
in Error statistics compare the number of errors that would be made in predicting 
the dependent variable while taking into consideration the number of errors 
obtained from the independent variable. Gamma is a conservative measure of 
association and serves this research project well. 
Resultant means, frequencies, and corresponding percentages are 
reported for each item in the scale. Significant statistical differences and 
measures of association between the scale items and demographic variables are 
reported where appropriate. Although each individual scale item is reported as 
an ordinal level variable, subsequent analysis of additive scales will treat these 
items as interval-ratio level data. Therefore, item means are included at this 
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time. Because means were calculated to replace items with missing cases it is 
also a way to show the extent to which each item engendered a no-response, 
testing for the biasing effect of respondent sensitivity to individual items. As a 
standard, no item underwent mean imputation that had more than 7% of all 
cases missing. The Quality of Worklife Scale items ranged from 0.4% to 2.5% 
missing cases. 
Individual Scale Items 
The first item in the Quality of Worklife Scale required respondents to rate 
their satisfaction with their work atmosphere (friendliness, cooperation, etc). 
Nearly one-third (32.3%) of all respondents indicated being very satisfied, 38.6% 
indicated being somewhat satisfied, 10.2% were neutral, and a combined 18.2% 
reported being either somewhat or very dissatisfied (Table 5.1 ). 
Table 5.1 
The work atmosphere (friendliness, cooperation, etc) 
Frequency Percent 
1) Very Dissatisfied 22 7.7% 
2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 30 10.5% 
3) Neutral 29 10.2% 
3.78- Mean* 2 0.7% 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 110 38.6% 
5) Very Satisfied 92 32.3% 
totals 285 100.0% 
The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with the 
nature of their job and the kind of work they do. Nearly half (46.3%) of all 
respondents indicated being very satisfied, 34.4% indicated being somewhat 
satisfied, 9.8% were neutral, and a combined 8.8% reported being either 
somewhat or very dissatisfied. There were significant differences found based 
on income and job classification. Statistically significant differences between 
groups were reported for Income and job classification. Both indicate weak, yet, 
significant associations (see Table 5.2). 
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Table 5.2 
The nature of your job and the kind of work you do 





2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 
3) Neutral 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 
4.17 - Mean* 
5) Very Satisfied 












totals 285 100.0% 
The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with the 
process by which their job is evaluated. A mere 8.8% of all respondents indicated 
being very satisfied, 21.1 % indicated being somewhat satisfied, 30.9% were 
neutral, and a combined 38.2% reported being either somewhat or very 
dissatisfied (Table 5.3). 
Table 5.3 
The process by which your job is evaluated 
Frequency Percent 
1) Very Dissatisfied 53 18.6% 
2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 56 19.6% 
2.82 - Mean* 3 1.1% 
3) Neutral 88 30.9% 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 60 21.1% 
5) Very Satisfied 25 8.8% 
totals 285 100.1% 
The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with the 
frequency of their job evaluations. A little over thirteen percent of all respondents 
indicated being very satisfied, 17.9% indicated being somewhat satisfied, 43.5% 
were neutral, and a combined 24.9% reported being either somewhat or very 
dissatisfied (Table 5.4). 
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Table 5.4 
The frequency of your job evaluations 
Frequency Percent 
1) Very Dissatisfied 42 14.7% 
2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 29 10.2% 
3) Neutral 124 43.5% 
3.05 · Mean* 0.4% 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 51 17.9% 
5) Very Satisfied 38 13.3% 
totals 285 100.0% 
The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with their 
opportunities for professional growth and development. Twelve percent of all 
respondents indicated being very satisfied, 30.2% indicated being somewhat 
satisfied, 21% were neutral, and a combined 36.1% reported being either 
somewhat or very dissatisfied. Statistically significant differences between groups 
were reported for income and job classification. Both indicate weak, yet, 
significant associations (see Table 5.5). 
Table 5.5 
The opportunities for professional growth and development 
Frequency Percent 
1) Very Dissatisfied 43 15.1% 
2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 60 21.0% 
3) Neutral 60 21.0% 
3.04- Mean* 1 0.4% 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 86 30.2% 
5) Very Satisfied 35 12.3% 
totals 285 100.0% 





The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with their 
opportunities to work as a team with colleagues. Over 21% percent of all 
respondents indicated being very satisfied, 31.2% indicated being somewhat 
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satisfied, 16.1 % were neutral, and a combined 29.4% reported being either 
somewhat or very dissatisfied (Table 5.6). 
Table 5.6 
The opportunity to work as a team with colleagues 
Frequency Percent 
1) Very Dissatisfied 21 7.4% 
2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 40 14.0% 
3) Neutral 73 25.6% 
3.45- Mean* 1 0.4% 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 89 31.2% 
5) Very Satisfied 61 21.4% 
totals 285 100.0% 
The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with their 
opportunity to participate in the decision making for things that affect their 
department. Over twenty-one percent of all respondents indicated being very 
satisfied, 28.8% indicated being somewhat satisfied, 16.1 % were neutral, and a 
combined 29.4% reported being either somewhat or very dissatisfied. 
Associations continue to remain weak, but once again significant differences 
were found for income and job classification (see Table 5.7). 
Table 5.7 
The opportunity to participate in the decision making for things 






4) Somewhat Satisfied 
5) Very Satisfied 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
p=.023* p=.000* p=.027* 
.143 -.222 .151 








totals 285 100.0% 
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The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with the 
extent to which superiors are willing to share information with subordinates. Over 
17% percent of all respondents indicated being very satisfied, 30.5% indicated 
being somewhat satisfied, 15.8% were neutral, and a combined 35.8% reported 
being either somewhat or very dissatisfied (Table 5.8). 
Table 5.8 
The extent to which superiors are willing to share information with subordinates 
Frequency Percent 
1) Very Dissatisfied 47 16.5% 
2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 55 19.3% 
3) Neutral 45 15.8% 
3.13-Mean* 0.4% 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 87 30.5% 
5) Very Satisfied 50 17.5% 
totals 285 100.0% 
The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with how well 
superiors know and understand problems faced by people at their level. A little 
over 10% percent of all respondents indicated being very satisfied, 26.3% 
indicated being somewhat satisfied, 18.6% were neutral, and a combined 43.5% 
reported being either somewhat or very dissatisfied (Table 5.9). 
Table 5.9 
How well superiors know and understand problems faced by people at my level 
Frequency Percent 
1) Very Dissatisfied 52 18.2% 
2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 72 25.3% 
2.85-Mean* 3 1.1% 
3) Neutral 53 18.6% 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 75 26.3% 
5) Very Satisfied 30 10.5% 
totals 285 100.0% 
The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with the level 
of trust between managers and employees. A little over 11 % percent of all 
respondents indicated being very satisfied, 29.1 % indicated being somewhat 
satisfied, 22.5% were neutral, and a combined 35% reported being either 
somewhat or very dissatisfied (Table 5.10). 
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Table 5.10 
The level of trust between managers and employees 
Frequency Percent 
1) Very Dissatisfied 46 16.1% 
2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 54 18.9% 
3) Neutral 64 22.5% 
3.01 - Mean• 5 1.8% 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 83 29.1% 
5) Very Satisfied 33 11.6% 
totals 285 100.0% 
The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with the 
distribution of workloads in their department. Some fifteen percent of all 
respondents indicated being very satisfied, 25.6% indicated being somewhat 
satisfied, 26. 7% were neutral, and a combined 32% reported being either 
somewhat or very dissatisfied. Age and the number of years of employment at 
the institution were both found to have significant differences between group 
characteristics, associations are weak once again (see Table 5.11 ). 
Table 5.11 
The distribution of workloads in my department 
Frequency Percent 
1) Very Dissatisfied 33 11.6% 
2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 58 20.4% 
3) Neutral 76 26.7% 
3.12- Mean• 2 0.7% 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 73 25.6% 
5) Very Satisfied 43 15.1% 
totals 285 100.1% 





The next item required respondents to rate their satisfaction with the 
adequacy of grievance procedures. Nearly twelve percent of all respondents 
indicated being very satisfied, 16.5% indicated being somewhat satisfied, the 
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majority (48.8%) of the respondents were neutral, and a combined 20.7% 
reported being either somewhat or very dissatisfied. There were significant 
differences between women and men as well as age of the respondent. 
Significant yet, the associations are weak (Table 5.12). 
Table 5.12 
The adequacy of grievance procedures 
Frequency Percent 
1) Very Dissatisfied 33 11.6% 
2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 26 9.1% 
3) Neutral 139 48.8% 
3.08 • Mean* 7 2.5% 
4) Somewhat Satisfied 47 16.5% 
5) Very Satisfied 33 11.6% 
totals 285 100.1% 





Quality of Worklife Ordinal Scale Statistics 
Prior to treating the Quality of Worklife Scale (additive scale) as an 
interval-ratio level variable the additive item scores were recoded into an ordinal 
level variable tor statistical analysis. It is anticipated that tabular analysis of this 
ordinal level variable will explicate underlying relationships in resultant data tor a 
greater understanding of desired measures. Chi-square and Gamma tests of 
significance were applied to the tabular analysis of this scale to identify 
statistically significant differences and measures of association between group 
level demographic characteristics of respondents. At this point all values are 
reported, whether they are significant or not. Column percentages are added 
into the cross-tabulation tables and should be understood to have been 
percentaged down columns and to be compared across rows. 
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There is insufficient evidence to find a statistically significant relationship 
between gender and satisfaction with Quality of Worklife for this set of 
respondents (see Table 5.13). 
Table 5.13 
Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) by Gender 
Female Male totals 
Low Satisfaction 51 39 90 
35.9% 28.3% 32.1% 
Moderate Satisfaction 45 43 88 
31.7% 31.2% 31.4% 
High Satisfaction 46 56 102 
32.4% 40.6% 36.4% 
142 138 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 
Value df Approx. 
Sig. 2T 
'Ordinal by Nominal Pearson chi-square 
2.569 2 p=.277 
N of Valid Cases 280 
There is insufficient evidence to find a statistically significant relationship 
between income and satisfaction with Quality of Worklife for this set of 
respondents (see Table 5.14). 
Table 5.14 
Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) by Income 
<15K 15-30 K 30-35K 45-60K 60-75K 75K+ totals 
Low Satisfaction 1 13 19 16 15 20 84 
12.5% 35.1% 48.7% 30.8% 29.4% 27.4% 32.3% 
Moderate Satisfaction 2 11 10 19 17 24 83 
25.0% 29.7% 25.6% 36.5% 33.3% 32.9% 31.9% 
High Satisfaction 5 13 10 17 19 29 93 
62.5% 35.1% 25.6% 32.7% 37.3% 39.7% 35.8% 
8 37 39 52 51 73 260 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Table 5.14 continued Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
'
Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma .076 0.072 1.053 p=.292 
N of Valid Cases 260 
There is insufficient evidence to find a statistically significant relationship 
between age and satisfaction with Quality of Worklife for this set of respondents 
(see Table 5.15). 
Table 5.15 
Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) by Age 
< 30 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ totals 
Low Satisfaction 3 13 46 26 4 92 
23.1% 26.5% 38.3% 32.1% 23.5% 32.9% 
Moderate Satisfaction 7 21 35 20 4 87 
53.8% 42.9% 29.2% 24.7% 23.5% 31.1% 
High Satisfaction 3 15 39 35 9 101 
23.1% 30.6% 32.5% 43.2% 52.9% 36.1% 
13 49 120 81 17 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
'Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma .095 0.073 1.289 p=.197 
N of Valid Cases 280 
There is no statistically significant relationship between job classification 
and satisfaction with Quality of Worklife for this set of respondents (Table 5.16). 
Table 5.16 
Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) by Job Classification 
Tenure Teac Non- Classified LTE totals 
Track Acad. Teach Staff 
Staff Acad. 
Staff 
Low Satisfaction 31 5 13 37 4 90 
31.3% 23.8% 24.1% 42.5% 30.8% 32.8% 
Moderate Satisfaction 35 7 15 25 4 86 
35.4% 33.3% 27.8% 28.7% 30.8% 31.4% 
High Satisfaction 33 9 26 25 5 98 
33.3% 42.9% 48.1% 28.7% 38.5% 35.8% 
99 21 54 87 13 274 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Table 5.16 continued Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
'Ordinal by Ordinal -.069 0.075 -0.925 p=.355 N of Valid Cases 274 
There is insufficient evidence to find a statistically significant relationship 
between the number of years at the institution that the respondent has been and 
satisfaction with Quality of Worklife for this set of respondents (see Table 5.17). 
Table 5.17 
Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) by Years at Institution 
less than 5 to 20 more than totals 
5 years years 20 years 
Low Satisfaction 14 64 14 92 
22.2% 41.3% 21.9% 32.6% 
Moderate Satisfaction 24 48 17 89 
38.1% 31.0% 26.6% 31.6% 
High Satisfaction 25 43 33 101 
39.7% 27.7% 51.6% 35.8% 
63 155 64 282 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!Ordinal by Ordinal 
.070 0.083 0.843 p=.399 
N of Valid Cases 282 
Quality of Worklife Interval-Ratio Scale Statistics 
For interval-ratio analysis of the Quality of Worklife Scale a t-test of 
equality of means was applied to the antecedent variable gender and one-way 
ANOVA statistics were applied to income, age, job classification, and years at the 
institution (job length). When reading the t-test note that a Levene's test for 
equality of variance is also reported. A resultant Levene's statistic of significance 
of .05 or lower indicates that one cannot regard there is a statistically significant 
difference in variances between groups and therefore, equality of means cannot 
be assumed. There will be two sets of statistics reported in the t-test for equality 
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of means, if equality of variances are not assumed (Levene's p=.05 or less) the 
bottom numbers should be read. 
At this point in the analysis, analysis of co-variance (ANCOVA) is not 
utilized to explore interactions in mean differences between groups where 
statistically significant differences are not found because there are no a priori 
expectations at this point of the analysis. 
The t-test {Table 5.18) show the same results as the chi-square test of 
the ordinal level scale measures, there is no statistical difference between 
women and men for satisfaction with Quality of Worklife. 
Table 5.18 
Quality of Worklife by Gender 
Mean 
Female 142 38.35 
Male 138 39.51 
Equal Variances assumed 
Equal Variances not assumed 
Std. Dev. Std. Error of Mean 
10.35 0.8604 
10.64 0.9058 





t-test for Equality of Means 
t df Sig. 2t Mean 
Difference 
-0.928 278 p=.354 -1.16
-0.927 276.8 p=.355 -1.16 
The one-way ANOVA tests for income, age, and job classification (Tables 
5.19, 5.20, and 5.21) show that there is no statistical difference between group 
means for satisfaction with Quality of Worklife. 
Table 5.19 
Quality of Worklife by Income 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Income 
<15K 8 43.63 11.86 4.19 20 56 
15-30K 37 38.76 11.64 1.91 14 60 
30-35K 39 35.14 10.64 1.7 14 58 
45-60K 52 39.15 9.61 1.33 19 58 
60-75K 51 38.39 9.56 1.34 18 59 
75K+ 73 40.26 10.02 1.17 12 60 
totals 260 38.79 10.31 0.64 12 60 
:ii 
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Table 5.19 continued 
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Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
176.056 1.677 P= .141 
104.969 
Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
6.63 1.84 25 51 
8.48 1.21 18 56 
11.06 1.01 12 60 
10.72 1.19 18 60 
10.84 2.63 26.21 60 
10.43 0.62 12 60 
Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
185.061 1.720 p= .146 
107.615 
Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
9.96 1.00 12 60 
7.37 1.61 26 52.08 
9.38 1.28 21 57 
11.89 1.27 14 60 
10.99 3.05 19 57 
10.45 0.63 12 60 
Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
181.725 1.681 p=.155 
108.098 
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The one-way ANOVA tests for years at the institution (Tables 5.22) shows 
that there is a statistical difference between group means for satisfaction with 
Quality of Worklife. 
Table 5.22 
Quality of Worklife by 
Years Employed at Institution 
N 
Years Employed 
less than 5 years 63 
5 to 20 years 155 
more than 20 years 64 
totals 282 
Sum of Sq. 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 1608.677 











Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
10.62 1.34 14 60 
9.87 0.79 12 59 
10.51 1.31 18 60 
10.43 0.62 12 60 
Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
804.339 7.751 P= .001 * 
103.767 
Civility Scale 
Each of the items contained in the Civility Scale were cross-tabulated with 
the antecedent variable Gender to test for significant differences (chi-square) in 
responses between women and men. Scale items were subsequently cross­
tabulated with income, age, job classification, and job length (years at institution). 
The application of Gamma, a Proportionate Reduction in Error statistic used in 
differing measures of association, was utilized to test for differences across 
demographic (ordinal level) groups. Proportionate Reduction in Error statistics 
compare the number of errors that would be made in predicting the dependent 
variable while taking into consideration the number of errors obtained from the 
independent variable. Gamma is a conservative measure of association and 
serves this research project well. 
Resultant means, frequencies, and corresponding percentages are 
reported for each item in the scale. Significant statistical differences and 
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measures of association between the scale items and demographic variables are 
reported where appropriate. Although each individual scale item is reported as 
an ordinal level variable, subsequent analysis of additive scales will treat these 
items as interval-ratio level data. Therefore, item means are included at this 
time. Because means were calculated to replace items with missing cases it is 
also a way to show the extent to which each item engendered a no-response, 
testing for the biasing effect of respondent sensitivity to individual items. As a 
standard, no item underwent mean imputation that had more than 7% of all 
cases missing. The Civility Scale items ranged from 1.4% to 3.2% missing 
cases. 
Individual Scale Items 
The first item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that gay and lesbian students at the institution are 
accepted and respected. A mere 5.3% of all respondents indicated that they 
agreed strongly, 35.1 % indicated agreeing somewhat with the statement, 13.7% 
were unable to judge, and a combined 43.9% reported either disagreeing 
somewhat or strongly. There is a weak association between income and 
agreement that gay and lesbian students are accepted and respected (Table 
5.23). 
Table 5.23 
Gay and lesbian students at __ (University Name) are accepted and respected 
Frequency Percent 
1) Disagree Strongly 29 10.2% 
2) Disagree Somewhat 96 33.7% 
2.91 - Mean* 6 2.1% 
3) Not Able to Judge 39 13.7% 
4) Agree Somewhat 100 35.1% 
5) Agree Strongly 15 5.3% 
totals 285 100.1% 
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Table 5.23 continued 





The next item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that academic staff are treated and respected the 
same as tenure track faculty. Six percent of all respondents indicated that they 
agreed strongly, 20.4% indicated agreeing somewhat with the statement, 11.6% 
were unable to judge, and a combined 59.6% reported either disagreeing 
somewhat or strongly (Table 5.24). 
Table 5.24 
Academic staff are treated and respected the same as tenure track faculty 
Frequency Percent 
1) Disagree Strongly 85 29.8% 
2) Disagree Somewhat 85 29.8% 
2.41 -Mean* 7 2.5% 
3) Not Able to Judge 33 11.6% 
4) Agree Somewhat 58 20.4% 
5) Agree Strongly 17 6.0% 
totals 285 100.1% 
The next item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that classified employees are treated and respected 
the same as faculty and academic staff. Nearly nine percent of all respondents 
indicated that they agreed strongly, 18.2% indicated agreeing somewhat with the 
statement, 3.2% were unable to judge, and a combined 67. 7% reported either 
disagreeing somewhat or strongly. There is a weak association and a significant 
difference between women and men on this measure. Age also is significant 
with a weak association between groups. Job classification has a much stronger, 
yet moderate, association to agreement that classified employees are treated 






Classified employees are treated and respected the same as 
faculty and academic staff 
1) Disagree Strongly
2) Disagree Somewhat
2.29 - Mean* 
3) Not Able to Judge
4) Agree Somewhat
5) Agree Strongly
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
p=.035* p=.028* p=.000* 
12.009 .157 -.374 








totals 285 100.0% 
The next item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that their fellow faculty and staff treat them with the 
same respect as they show other faculty and staff. Over forty percent of all 
respondents indicated that they agreed strongly, 33.7% indicated agreeing 
somewhat with the statement, 10.5% were unable to judge, and a combined 
21.8% reported either disagreeing somewhat or strongly. Income and job 
classifications are significant with a weak association between groups. (Table 
5.26). 
Table 5.26 
My fellow faculty and staff treat me with the same respect as they show other 
other faculty and staff 
1) Disagree Strongly 
2) Disagree Somewhat
3) Not Able to Judge
3.85- Mean* 
4) Agree Somewhat 











Table 5.26 continued 





The next item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that faculty and staff at the institution are accepted 
and respected regardless of their sexual orientation. Nearly twenty percent of all 
respondents indicated that they agreed strongly, 33. 7% indicated agreeing 
somewhat with the statement, 10.5% were unable to judge, and a combined 
33.7% reported either disagreeing somewhat or strongly (Table 5.27). 
Table 5.27 
Faculty and staff at __ (Name of University) are accepted and respected 
regardless of their sexual orientation 
1) Disagree Strongly
2) Disagree Somewhat 













The next item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that students are accepted and respected regardless 
of their racial or ethnic background. Eighteen percent of all respondents 
indicated that they agreed strongly, 38.9% indicated agreeing somewhat with the 
statement, 7% were unable to judge, and a combined 34. 7% reported either 
disagreeing somewhat or strongly. There were significant differences, with a 
weak association, reported between the groups associated with age (Table 5.28). 
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Table 5.28 
Students at ___ (University Name) are accepted and respected 
regardless of their racial or ethnic background 
Frequency Percent 
1) Disagree Strongly 20 7.0% 
2) Disagree Somewhat 79 27.7% 
3) Not Able to Judge 20 7.0% 
3.33- Mean• 4 1.4% 
4) Agree Somewhat 111 38.9% 
5) Agree Strongly 51 17.9% 
totals 285 99.9% 





The next item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that faculty and staff are accepted and respected 
regardless of their racial or ethnic background. Nearly one-third (27.7%) of all 
respondents indicated that they agreed strongly, 38.9% indicated agreeing 
somewhat with the statement, 5.3% were unable to judge, and a combined 
25.7% reported either disagreeing somewhat or strongly. There were significant 
differences, with a weak association, reported between the groups associated 
with gender, age, and the number of years at the institution (Table 5.29). 
Table5.29 
Faculty and staff at ___ (University Name) are accepted and respected 
regardless of their racial or ethnic background 
Frequency Percent 
1) Disagree Strongly 13 4.6% 
2) Disagree Somewhat 60 21.1% 
3) Not Able to Judge 15 5.3% 
3.66-Mean* 7 2.5% 
4) Agree Somewhat 111 38.9% 
5) Agree Strongly 79 27.7% 
totals 285 100.1% 
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Table 5.29 continued 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
p=.004* p=.002* P=.003* 
17.283 .219 .229 
Chi-Sq. Gamma Gamma 
The next item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that students with disabilities are accepted and 
respected. Nearly one-third (30.9%) of all respondents indicated that they 
agreed strongly, 37.5% indicated agreeing somewhat with the statement, 9.8% 
were unable to judge, and a combined 19.7% reported either disagreeing 
somewhat or strongly. There were significant differences, with a weak 
association, reported between the groups associated with gender, age, and the 
number of years at the institution (Table 5.30). 
Table 5.30 
Students with disabilities at __ (University Name) are accepted and respected 
Frequency Percent 
1) Disagree Strongly 9 3.2% 
2) Disagree Somewhat 47 16.5% 
3) Not Able to Judge 28 9.8% 
3.78- Mean* 6 2.1% 
4) Agree Somewhat 107 37.5% 
5) Agree Strongly 88 30.9% 
totals 285 100.0% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
p=.002* p=.025* p=.039* 
17.283 .168 .160 
Chi-Sq. Gamma Gamma 
The next item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that faculty and staff with disabilities are accepted 
and respected. Nearly one-third (32.3%) of all respondents indicated that they 
agreed strongly, 34% indicated agreeing somewhat with the statement, 16.8% 
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were unable to judge, and a combined 14.8% reported either disagreeing 
somewhat or strongly. There were significant differences, with a weak 
association, reported between the groups associated with gender, age, job 
classification, and the number of years at the institution (Table 5.31 ). 
Table 5.31 
Faculty and staff with disabilities at __ (University Name) are 
accepted and respected 
1) Disagree Strongly
2) Disagree Somewhat




Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
p=.000* p=.004* p=.040* p=.011 * 
25.023 .200 -.142 .198 


















The next item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that in departmental or staff meetings ideas 
presented by male faculty or staff are more highly valued than the ideas 
presented by female faculty. Over one-third (35.8%) of all respondents indicated 
that they agreed strongly, 23.9% indicated agreeing somewhat with the 
statement, 11.2% were unable to judge, and a combined 27.7% reported either 
disagreeing somewhat or strongly. A significant difference between women and 
men with a very large association (chi-sq. = 54.990 / p=.000) was found for this 
item. There were also significant differences, with a weak association, reported 
between the groups associated with job classification (Table 5.32). 
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Table 5.32 
In departmental or staff meeting ideas presented by male faculty or staff 
are more highly valued than the ideas presented by female faculty or staff 
1 ) Agree Strongly 
2) Agree Somewhat


















The next item in the Civility Scale required respondents to rate their 
agreement with a statement that in general, men and women are less attentive to 
a female speaking in a meeting than to a man speaking. Twenty-eight of all 
respondents indicated that they agreed strongly, 28.4% indicated agreeing 
somewhat with the statement, 9.5% were unable to judge, and a combined 
31.9% reported either disagreeing somewhat or strongly. A significant difference 
between women and men with a very large association (chi-sq. = 57.892 / 
p=.000) was found for this item. There were also significant differences, with a 
weak association, reported between the groups associated with age and job 
classification (Table 5.33). 
Table 5.33 
In general, men and women at __ (University Name) are less attentive 
to a female speaking in a meeting than to a man speaking in a meeting 
1) Agree Strongly
2) Agree Somewhat














Table 5.33 continued 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
p=.001* p=.040* p=.005* 
57.892 .139 -.186 
Chi-Sq. Gamma Gamma 
Civility Ordinal Scale Statistics 
Prior to treating the Civility Scale {additive scale) as an interval-ratio level 
variable the additive item scores were recoded into an ordinal level variable for 
statistical analysis. It is anticipated that tabular analysis of this ordinal level 
variable will explicate underlying relationships in resultant data for a greater 
understanding of desired measures. Chi-square and Gamma tests of 
significance were applied to the tabular analysis of this scale to identify 
statistically significant differences and measures of association between group 
level demographic characteristics of respondents. At this point all values are 
reported, whether they are significant or not. Column percentages are added 
into the cross-tabulation tables and should be understood to have been 
percentaged down columns and to be compared across rows. 
There are statistically significant differences between women and 
men for the Civility Scale. Examining the cross-tabulation table reveals that it is 
possible that women perceive the university as having a much lower civility rating 
than men. Since the significance testing was applied as two tailed, this is notion 
is not tested in the statistical analysis, rather is visible by comparing the 




Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) by Gender 
Female Male totals 
Low Civility 65 27 92 
45.8% 19.6% 32.9% 
Moderate Civility 45 46 91 
31.7% 33.3% 32.5% 
High Civility 32 65 97 
22.5% 47.1% 34.6% 
142 138 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 
Value df Approx. 
Sig. 2T 
I Ordinal by Nominal Pearson chi-square 26.882 2 p = .ooo·N of Valid Cases 280 
There are statistically significant differences with a weak association 
across group membership based on income for measures of Civility (Table 5.35). 
Table 5.35 
Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) by Income 
<15K 15-30 K 30-35K 45-60K 60-75K 75K+ totals 
Low Civility 2 15 13 18 21 18 87 
25.0% 40.5% 33.3% 34.6% 41.2% 24.7% 33.5% 
Moderate Civility 4 10 17 15 14 19 79 
50.0% 27.0% 43.6% 28.8% 27.5% 26.0% 30.4% 
High Civility 2 12 9 19 16 36 94 
25.0% 32.4% 23.1% 36.5% 31.4% 49.3% 36.2% 
8 37 39 52 51 73 260 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!
Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma .150 0.070 2.137 p = .033* 
N of Valid Cases 260 
There are statistically significant differences with a weak association 





Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) by Age 
<30 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ totals 
Low Civility 6 22 38 23 3 92 
46.2% 44.9% 31.7% 28.4% 17.6% 32.9% 
Moderate Civility 6 15 42 22 5 90 
46.2% 30.6% 35.0% 27.2% 29.4% 32.1% 
High Civility 1 12 40 36 9 98 
7.7% 24.5% 33.3% 44.4% 52.9% 35.0% 
13 49 120 81 17 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!Ordinal by Ordinal 
Gamma .255 0.072 3.463 p = .001* 
N of Valid Cases 280 
There are statistically significant differences with a weak association 
across group membership based on job classification for measures of Civility 
(Table 5.37}. 
Table 5.37 
Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) by Job Classification 
Tenure Teac Non- Classified LTE totals 
Track Acad. Teach Staff 
Staff Acad. 
Staff 
Low Civility 25 6 23 30 6 90 
25.3% 28.6% 42.6% 34.5% 46.2% 32.8% 
Moderate Civility 26 7 20 31 6 90 
26.3% 33.3% 37.0% 35.6% 46.2% 32.8% 
High Civility 48 8 11 26 1 94 
48.5% 38.1% 20.4% 29.9% 7.7% 34.3% 
99 21 54 87 13 274 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!
Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma -.230 0.072 -3.150 p = .002* 
N of Valid Cases 274 
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There are statistically significant differences with a weak association 
across group membership based on years at the institution for measures of 
Civility (Table 5.38). 
Table 5.38 
Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) by Years at Institution 
less than 5 to20 more than totals 
5 years years 20 years 
Low Civility 26 55 13 94 
41.3% 35.5% 20.3% 33.3% 
Moderate Civility 20 49 22 91 
31.7% 31.6% 34.4% 32.3% 
Hig h Civility 17 51 29 97 
27.0% 32.9% 45.3% 34.4% 
63 155 64 282 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!Ordinal by Ordinal 
Gamma .227 0.08 2.777 p = .005* 
N of Valid Cases 282 
Civility Interval-Ratio Scale Statistics 
For interval-ratio analysis of the Civility Scale a t-test of equality of means 
was applied to the antecedent variable gender and one-way ANOVA statistics 
were applied to income, age, job classification, and years at the institution Uob 
length). When reading the t-test note that a Levene's test for equality of variance 
is also reported. A resultant Levene's statistic of significance of .05 or lower 
indicates that one cannot regard there is a statistically significant difference in 
variances between groups and therefore, equality of means cannot be assumed. 
There will be two sets of statistics reported in the t-test for equality of means, if 
equality of variances are not assumed (Levene's p=.05 or less) the bottom 
numbers should be read. 
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At this point in the analysis, analysis of co-variance (ANCOVA) is not 
utilized to explore interactions in mean differences between groups where 
statistically significant differences are not found because there are no a priori 
expectations at this point of the analysis. 
The t-test (Table 5.39) show the same results as the chi-square test of 
the ordinal level scale measures, there is a statistical difference between women 
and men for agreement with Civility Scale measures. 
Table 5.39 
Civility Scale by Gender 
N Mean 
Female 142 33.52 
Male 138 39.47 
Equal Variances assumed 
Equal Variances not assumed 
Std. Dev. Std. Error of Mean 
8.45 8.4528 
8.27 8.2707 





t-test for Equality of Means 
t df Sig. 2t Mean 
Difference 
-5.952 278 P= .ooo· -5.95 
-5.954 277.99 P= .ooo· -5.95
The one-way ANOVA tests for income and age (Tables 5.40 and 5.41) 
show that there is no statistical difference between group means for agreement 
with Civility measures. 
Table 5.40 
Civility Scale by Income 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Income 
<15K 8 37.46 8.44 2.99 26 53 
15-30K 37 35.32 9.37 1.54 13 51 
30-35K 39 35.27 7.86 1.26 21 52 
45-60K 52 35.58 8.81 1.22 14 53 
60-75K 51 35.72 8.45 1.18 19 53 
75K+ 73 38.85 9.53 1.11 16 55 
totals 260 36.50 8.93 0.55 13 55 
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Table 5.40 continued 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 594.821 5 118.964 1.505 P= .189 
Within Groups 20072.84 254 79.027 
Total 20667.661 259 
Table 5.41 
Civility Scale by Age 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Age 
< 30 13 31.62 7.22 2.00 20 45 
30-39 49 35.06 8.92 1.27 18 55 
40-49 120 36.24 9.05 0.83 13 55 
50-59 81 37.73 8.47 0.94 14 52 
60 + 17 39.52 9.90 2.40 18 55 
totals 280 36.45 8.92 0.53 13 55 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 695.977 4 173.994 2.226 p=.066 
Within Groups 21499.070 275 78.178 
Total 22195.047 279 
The one-way ANOVA tests for job classification (Table 5.42) reports there 
is a statistical difference between group means for agreement with Civility 
measures. 
Table 5.42 
Civility Scale by Job Classification 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Job Classification 
Tenure Track 99 38.58 10.08 1.01 15 
55 
Teaching Academic Staff 21 37.39 8.81 1.92 20 
53 
Non-Teach Acad. Staff 54 34.61 7.69 1.05 
18 52 
Classified Staff 87 35.12 8.53 0.91 16 
51 
LTE 13 33.14 5.20 1.44 
23 41 
totals 274 36.35 9.01 0.54 
13 55 
Sum of Sq. di Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 945.841 4 236.460 
2.997 P= .019* 
Within Groups 21226.950 269 78.911 










The one-way ANOVA tests for years at the institution (Table 5.43) reports 
there is a statistical difference between group means for agreement with Civility 
measures. 
Table 5.43 
Civility Scale by Years at the Institution 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Years Employed 
less than 5 years 63 34.95 9.17 1.16 13 55 
5 to 20 years 155 35.90 9.17 0.74 14 55 
more than 20 years 64 38.65 8.02 1.00 14 52 
totals 282 36.31 9.99 0.54 13 55 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 494.348 2 246.174 3.092 p=.047* 
Within Groups 22209.38 279 79.604 
Total 22703.728 281 
Attitudes on Diversity EffortsScale 
Each of the items contained in the Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale 
were cross-tabulated with the antecedent variable Gender to test for significant 
differences (chi-square) in responses between women and men. Scale items 
were subsequently cross-tabulated with income, age, job classification, and job 
length (years at institution). The application of Gamma, a Proportionate 
Reduction in Error statistic used in differing measures of association, was utilized 
to test for differences across demographic (ordinal level) groups. Proportionate 
Reduction in Error statistics compare the number of errors that would be made in 
predicting the dependent variable while taking into consideration the number of 
errors obtained from the independent variable. Gamma is a conservative 
measure of association and serves this research project well. 
Resultant means, frequencies, and corresponding percentages are 
reported for each item in the scale. Significant statistical differences and 




reported where appropriate. Although each individual scale item is reported as 
an ordinal level variable, subsequent analysis of additive scales will treat these 
items as interval-ratio level data. Therefore, item means are included at this 
time. Because means were calculated to replace items with missing cases it is 
also a way to show the extent to which each item engendered a no-response, 
testing for the biasing effect of respondent sensitivity to individual items. As a 
standard, no item underwent mean imputation that had more than 7% of all 
cases missing. The Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale items ranged from 1.8% 
to 2.1 % missing cases. 
Individual Scale Items 
The first item in the Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale required 
respondents to rate their agreement with a statement that Affirmative Action 
leads to hiring less qualified faculty and staff. Twenty-five percent of all 
respondents indicated that they disagreed strongly, 20.7% indicated disagreeing 
somewhat with the statement, 12.6% were unable to judge, and a combined 
39.6% reported either agreeing somewhat or strongly. There is a weak 
association between job classification and agreement that Affirmative Action 
leads to hiring less qualified faculty and staff (Table 5.44). 
Table 5.44 
Affirmative Action leads to hiring less qualified faculty and staff 
Frequency Percent 
1) Agree Strongly 50 17.5% 
2) Agree Somewhat 63 22.1% 
3) Not Able to Judge 36 12.6% 
3.14 - Mean• 6 2.1% 
4) Disagree Somewhat 59 20.7% 
5) Disagree Strongly 71 24.9% 
totals 285 99.9% 
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Table 5.44 continued 





The next item in the Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale required 
respondents to rate their agreement with a statement that the University places 
too much emphasis on diversity. Over twenty-three percent of all respondents 
indicated that they disagreed strongly, 29.5% indicated disagreeing somewhat 
with the statement, 7.7% were unable to judge, and a combined 37.9% reported 
either agreeing somewhat or strongly. There is a weak association and a 
significant difference across group characteristics for age, job classification, and 
years employed in the institution (Table 5.45). 
Table 5.45 
___ (Name of University) places too much emphasis on diversity 
Frequency Percent 
1) Agree Strongly 30 10.5% 
2) Agree Somewhat 78 27.4% 
3) Not Able to Judge 22 7.7% 
3.28- Mean* 5 1.8% 
4) Disagree Somewhat 84 29.5% 
5) Disagree Strongly 66 23.2% 
totals 285 100.1% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
p=.011 p=.016 p=.030 
-.179 -.153 -.154 
Gamma Gamma Gamma 
The next item in the Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale required 
respondents to rate their agreement with a statement that a diverse workforce 
tends to splinter and divide the University promoting less campus unity. Over 
..... >______________________ ... 
6 
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fifty-four percent of all respondents indicated that they disagreed strongly, 24.9% 
indicated disagreeing somewhat with the statement, 8.4% were unable to judge, 
and a combined 10.5% reported either agreeing somewhat or strongly. There is a 
moderate association and a significant difference across group characteristics for 
job classification and a weak association for years employed in the institution 
(Table 5.46). 
Table 5.46 
A diverse workforce tends to splinter and divide the University 
promoting less campus unity 
Gender Income Age 
1) Agree Strongly 
2) Agree Somewhat 
















totals 285 99.9% 
The next item in the Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale required 
respondents to rate their agreement with a statement that in many cases the 
success of women faculty and staff is best explained as either luck or Affirmative 
Action hiring policies. Over forty-seven percent of all respondents indicated that 
they disagreed strongly, 20.4% indicated disagreeing somewhat with the 
statement, 11 .2% were unable to judge, and a combined 19% reported either 
agreeing somewhat or strongly. There is a moderate association and a significant 
difference across group characteristics for job classification and statistically 











(University Name) women faculty 
and staff 1s best explained by either luck or Affirmative Action hiring policies 
1) Agree Strongly 
2) Agree Somewhat 
3) Not Able to Judge 
3.90- Mean* 
4) Disagree Somewhat 
5) Disagree Strongly
totals 






















Prior to treating the Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (additive scale) as 
an interval-ratio level variable the additive item scores were recoded into an 
ordinal level variable for statistical analysis. It is anticipated that tabular analysis 
of this ordinal level variable will explicate underlying relationships in resultant 
data for a greater understanding of desired measures. Chi-square and Gamma 
tests of significance were applied to the tabular analysis of this scale to identify 
statistically significant differences and measures of association between group 
level demographic characteristics of respondents. At this point all values are 
reported, whether they are significant or not. Column percentages are added 
into the cross-tabulation tables and should be understood to have been 
percentaged down columns and to be compared across rows. 
There is insufficient evidence to find a statistically significant relationship 
between gender and measures of support for Attitudes on Diversity Efforts for 




Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) by Gender 
Female Male totals 
Low Support 39 38 77 
27.5% 27.5% 27.5% 
Moderate Support 55 59 114 
38.7% 42.8% 40.7% 
High Support 48 41 89 
33.8% 29.7% 31.8% 
142 138 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 
Value df Approx. 
Sig. 2T 
!Ordinal by Nominal Pearson chi-square .647 2 p = .7
24 
N of Valid Cases 280 
There is insufficient evidence to find a statistically significant relationship 
between income and measures of support for Attitudes on Diversity Efforts for 
this set of respondents (see Table 5.49). 
Table 5.49 
Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) by Income 
<15K 15-30 K 30-35K 45-60K 60-75K 75K+ totals 
Low Support 1 10 12 12 16 20 71 
12.5% 27.0% 30.8% 23.1% 31.4% 27.4% 27.3% 
Moderate Support 5 14 18 22 22 26 107 
62.5% 37.8% 46.2% 42.3% 43.1% 35.6% 41.2% 
High Support 2 13 9 18 13 27 82 
25.0% 35.1% 23.1% 34.6% 25.5% 37.0% 31.5% 
8 37 39 52 51 73 260 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!Ordinal by Ordinal 
Gamma .017 0.73 0.233 p = .816 
N of Valid Cases 260 
There is insufficient evidence to find a statistically significant relationship 
between age and measures of support for Attitudes on Diversity for this set of 





Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) by Age 
<30 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 + totals 
Low Support 2 15 33 22 5 77 
15.4% 30.6% 27.5% 27.2% 29.4% 27.5% 
Moderate Support 4 16 50 36 8 114 
30.8% 32.7% 41.7% 44.4% 47.1% 40.7% 
High Support 7 18 37 23 4 89 
53.8% 36.7% 30.8% 28.4% 23.5% 31.8% 
13 49 120 81 17 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
'Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma -.088 
0.078 -1.125 p = .260 
N of Valid Cases 280 
There is a moderate, statistically significant relationship between job 
classification and measures of support for Attitudes on Diversity Efforts for this 
set of respondents (see Table 5.51 ). 
Table 5.51 
Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) by Job Classification 
Tenure Teac Non- Classified LTE totals 
Track Acad. Teach Staff 
Staff Acad. 
Staff 
Low Support 16 6 12 37 5 76 
16.2% 28.6% 22.2% 42.5% 38.5% 27.7% 
Moderate Support 41 7 22 36 5 111 
41.4% 33.3% 40.7% 41.4% 38.5% 40.5% 
High Support 42 8 20 14 3 87 
42.4% 38.1% 37.0% 16.1% 23.1% 31.8% 
99 21 54 87 13 274 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
'Ordinal by Ordinal 
Gamma -.337 0.068 -4.827 p - .000* 
N of Valid Cases 274 
•
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There is a weak, statistically significant relationship between the number 
of years at the institution and measures of support for Attitudes on Diversity 
Efforts for this set of respondents (see Table 5.52). 
Table 5.52 
Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale (Ordinal Level) by Years at Institution 
less than 5 to20 more than totals 
5 years years 20 years 
Low Support 10 45 23 78 
15.9% 29.0% 35.9% 27.7% 
Moderate Support 30 58 26 114 
47.6% 37.4% 40.6% 40.4% 
High Support 23 52 15 90 
36.5% 33.5% 23.4% 31.9% 
63 155 64 282 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!
Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma -.203 0.079 -2.532 p = .011 * 
N of Valid Cases 282 
Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Interval-Ratio Scale Statistics 
For interval-ratio analysis of the Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale a t-test 
of equality of means was applied to the antecedent variable gender and one-way 
ANOVA statistics were applied to income, age, job classification, and years at the 
institution Uob length). When reading the t-test note that a Levene's test for 
equality of variance is also reported. A resultant Levene's statistic of significance 
of .05 or lower indicates that one cannot regard there is a statistically significant 
difference in variances between groups and therefore, equality of means cannot 
be assumed. There will be two sets of statistics reported in the t-test for equality 
of means, if equality of variances are not assumed (Levene's p=.05 or less) the 
bottom numbers should be read. 
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At this point in the analysis, analysis of co-variance (ANCOVA) is not 
utilized to explore interactions in mean differences between groups where 
statistically significant differences are not found because there are no a priori 
expectations at this point of the analysis. 
The t-test (Table 5.53) show the same results as the chi-square test of 
the ordinal level scale measures, there is no statistical difference between 
women and men for support for Attitudes on Diversity Efforts measures. 
Table 5.53 
Attitudes on Diversity Efforts Scale by Gender 
N Mean 
Female 142 14.77 
Male 138 14.31 
Equal Variances assumed 
Equal Variances not assumed 
Std. Dev. Std. Error of Mean 
3.69 0.3096 
3.55 0.3021 





t-test for Equality of Means
t df Sig. 2t Mean 
Difference 
1.077 278 p=.282 0.47 
1.078 277.97 p=.282 0.47 
The one-way ANOVA tests for income and age (Tables 5.54 and 5.55) 
show that there is no statistical difference between group means for support for 
Attitudes on Diversity Efforts measures. 
Table 5.54 
Attitudes on Diversity Efforts by Income 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Income 
<15K 8 15.03 2.02 0.71 11 18 
15-30K 37 14.65 3.96 0.65 6 20 
30-35K 39 14.21 3.49 0.56 4 20 
45-60K 52 14.71 3.46 0.48 
7 20 
60-75K 51 14.18 3.67 0.51 8 20 
75K+ 73 14.77 3.43 0.40 
6 20 
totals 260 14.55 3.52 0.22 
4 20 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 18.471 5 3.694 
.295 p=.916 
Within Groups 3184.264 254 12.536 





Attitudes on Diversity Efforts by Age 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Age 
< 30 13 16.15 2.99 0.83 10 19 
30-39 49 14.62 3.96 0.57 6 20 
40-49 120 14.62 3.32 0.30 7 20 
50-59 81 14.05 3.89 0.43 4 20 
60 + 17 14.46 3.39 0.82 9 20 
totals 280 14.52 3.60 0.22 4 20 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 54.485 4 13.621 1.051 p=.381 
Within Groups 3563.295 275 12.957 
Total 3617.780 279 
The one-way ANOVA tests for job classification (Table 5.56) reports there 
is a statistical difference between group means for support for Attitudes on 
Diversity Efforts measures. 
Table 5.56 
Attitudes on Diversity Efforts by Job Classification 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Job Classification 
Tenure Track 99 15.49 3.31 0.33 6 20 
Teaching Academic Staff 21 15.05 3.63 0.79 8 20 
Non-Teach Acad. Staff 54 15.13 3.74 0.51 7 20 
Classified Staff 87 13.12 3.39 0.36 4 20 
LTE 13 13.73 3.38 0.94 6 18 
totals 274 14.55 3.58 0.22 4 20 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 296.369 4 74.092 6.230 p= .000* 
Within Groups 3199.145 269 11.893 
Total 3495.514 273 
The one-way ANOVA tests for years at the institution (Table 5.57) reports 
there is a statistical difference between group means for support for Attitudes on 
















Attitudes on Diversity Efforts by Years at the Institution 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Years Employed 
less than 5 years 63 15.28 2.99 0.38 6 20 
5 to 20 years 155 14.68 3.63 0.29 6 20 
more than 20 years 64 13.48 3.94 0.49 4 20 
totals 282 14.54 3.62 0.22 4 20 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 109.841 2 54.921 4.296 p=.015* 
Within Groups 3566.845 279 12.784 
Total 3676.686 281 
The Dependent Variable 
The creation of the Equal Opportunity Climate (EOG) Scale as the 
dependent variable for this research project is in part a re-creation of the type of 
research previously conducted by Dr. Dan Landis, University of Mississippi 
(1992). The dependent variable, the Equal Opportunity Climate Scale, is a 
combination of items designed to measure both the lived experiences 
(Experiences with Discrimination Scale) and likelihood (Likelihood of 
Discrimination Scale) of discrimination on a university campus. 
Item frequencies and test of statistically significant differences across 
antecedent variable such as gender, income, age, job classification, and years at 
the institution are reported in Appendix A. Ordinal level measures of association 
and tests of statistical significance across the same antecedent variables for both 
the Likelihood of Discrimination Scale and Experiences with Discrimination Scale 
are reported in Appendix B. Interval-ratio tests of equality of means (t-tests and 
one-way ANOVA's) and tests of statistical significance for the two scales are 
reported as well in Appendix C. 
To accommodate the process of testing the apriori hypothes
es the





examination of both ordinal and interval-ration level measures for the combined 
EOG Scale. 
When treated as an ordinal level variable there is a statistically significant 
difference between women and men for the EOG Scale (Table 5.58) 
Table 5.58 
Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Gender 
Female Male Totals 
Negative EOC 56 37 93 
39.4% 26.8% 33.2% 
Moderate EOC 49 43 92 
34.5% 31.2% 32.9% 
Positive EOC 37 58 95 
26.1% 42.0% 33.9% 
142 138 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 
Value df Approx. 
Sig. 2T 
!Ordinal by Nominal 
Pearson chi-square 8.860 2 p=.012* 
N of Valid Cases 280 
When treated as an ordinal level variable there is not a statistically 
significant difference between group level characteristics for income on the EOG 
Scale (Table 5.59) 
Table 5.59 
Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Income 
<15K 15-30 K 30-35K 45-60K 60-75K 75K+ totals 
Negative EOC 2 17 13 16 19 18 85 
25.0% 45.9% 33.3% 30.8% 37.3% 24.7% 32.7% 
Moderate EOC 0 12 14 24 13 25 88 
0.0% 32.4% 35.9% 46.2% 25.5% 34.2% 33.8% 
Positive EOC 6 8 12 12 19 30 87 
75.0% 21.6% 30.8% 23.1% 37.3% 41.1% 33.5% 
8 37 39 52 51 73 260 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
l 
73 
Table 5.59continued Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma .126 .073 1.730 p=.084 N of Valid Cases 260 
When treated as an ordinal level variable there is a statistically significant 
difference between group level characteristics for age on the EOG Scale. The 
low Gamma measure (.251) suggest a very weak association between age and 
EOG (Table 5.60) 
Table 5.60 
Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Age 
<30 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 + totals 
Negative EOC 7 18 41 23 2 91 
53.8% 36.7% 34.2% 28.4% 11.8% 32.5% 
Moderate EOC 5 20 39 23 6 93 
38.5% 40.8% 32.5% 28.4% 35.3% 33.2% 
Positive EOC 1 11 40 35 9 96 
7.7% 22.4% 33.3% 43.2% 52.9% 34.3% 
13 49 120 81 17 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
I Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma 
.251 .070 3.495 p=.000* 
N of Valid Cases 280 
When treated as an ordinal level variable there is not a statistically 
significant difference between group level characteristics for job classification on 




Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Job Classification 
Tenure Teac Non- Classified LTE totals 
Track Acad. Teach Staff 
Staff Acad. 
Staff 
Negative EOC 35 5 17 30 4 91 
35.4% 23.8% 31.5% 34.5% 30.8% 33.2% 
Moderate EOC 30 4 19 31 6 90 
30.3% 19.0% 35.2% 35.6% 46.2% 32.8% 
Positive EOC 34 12 18 26 3 93 
34.3% 57.1% 33.3% 29.9% 23.1% 33.9% 
99 21 54 87 13 274 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
Ordinal by Ordinal -.041 .074 -0.556 p=.578 
N of Valid Cases 274 
When treated as an ordinal level variable there is a statistically significant 
difference between group level characteristics for years at the institution on the 
EOC Scale. The low Gamma measure (.218) suggest a very weak association 
between years at the institution and EOC {Table 5.62) 
Table 5.62 
Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by Years at Institution 
less than 5 to 20 more than totals 
5 years years 20 years 
Negative EOC 21 62 9 92 
33.3% 40.0% 14.1% 32.6% 
Moderate EOC 21 51 22 94 
33.3% 32.9% 34.4% 33.3% 
Positive EOC 21 42 33 96 
33.3% 27.1% 51.6% 34.0% 
63 155 64 282 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!
Ordinal by Ordinal .218 0.081 2.659 p=.008* 




When treated as an ordinal level variable there is a statistically significant 
difference between group level characteristics the Civility Scale (also as an 
ordinal level variable) on the EOC Scale. The very high Gamma measure (.641) 
suggests a very strong association between Civility and EOC. Civility as a 
contextual independent variable shows the highest correspondence with EOC of 
all variables thus far examined (Table 5.63). 
Table 5.63 
Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by 
Civility Scale (Ordinal Level) 
Low Civility Moderate 
Civility 
Negative EOC 65 17 
69.1% 18.5% 
Moderate EOC 20 42 
21.3% 45.7% 
Positive EOC 9 33 
9.6% 35.9% 
94 92 
totals 100% 100% 
Value 
!Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma 
.641 
N of Valid Cases 285 









Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
0.054 10.254 p=.000* 
When treated as an ordinal level variable there is a statistically significant 
difference between group level characteristics the Quality of Worklife Scale (also 
as an ordinal level variable) on the EOC Scale. The high Gamma measure 
(.545) suggests a strong association between Quality of Worklife and EOC. 
Quality of Worklife as a contextual independent variable shows the second 






Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by 
Quality of Worklife Scale (Ordinal Level) 
Low Moderate 
Satisfaction Satisfaction 
Negative EOC 52 29 
56.5% 31.9% 
Moderate EOC 29 31 
31.5% 34.1% 
Positive EOC 11 31 
12.0% 34.1% 
92 91 
totals 100% 100% 
Value 
'Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma .545 











Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
0.058 8.505 p=.000* 
When treated as an ordinal level variable there is a statistically significant 
difference between group level characteristics the Attitudes on Diversity (also as 
an ordinal level variable) on the EOC Scale. The low Gamma measure (-.168) 
suggests a weak association between Attitudes on Diversity and EOC (Table 
5.65). 
Table 5.65 
Equal Opportunity Climate Scale (Ordinal Level) by 
Attitudes on Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) 
Low Support Moderate 
Support 
Negative EOC 26 28 
32.9% 24.3% 
Moderate EOC 26 37 
32.9% 32.2% 
Positive EOC 27 50 
34.2% 43.5% 
79 115 
totals 100% 100% 
Value 
'Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma 
-.168 
N of Valid Cases 285 









Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
0.077 -2.161 p-.031* 
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When treated as an interval-ratio level variable there is a statistically 
significant difference between mean scores for women and men for the EOG 
Scale (Table 5.66). 
Table 5.66 
Equal Opportunity Climate Scale by Gender 
t-test
N Mean Std. Dev. 
Female 142 85.41 14.35 
Male 138 90.37 13.55 
Std. Error of Mean 
1.2040 
1.1534 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances 
Equal Variances assumed 






t-test for Equality of Means 
t df Sig. 2t Mean 
Difference 
-2.976 278 P= .003* -4.97 
-2.979 277.77 P= .003* -4.97
When treated as an interval-ratio level variable there is not a statistically 
significant difference between mean scores across group characteristics for 
income on the EOG Scale (Table 5.67). 
Table 5.67 











Sum of Sq. 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 1420.056 














Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
15.07 5.33 68 112 
13.54 2.23 62.23 112 
12.91 2.07 56 111 
13.04 1.81 61.65 112 
14.64 2.05 56 110 
13.99 1.64 47 112 
13.82 0.86 47 112 
Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
284.011 1.502 p=.190 
189.101 
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When treated as an interval-ratio level variable there is a statistically 
significant difference between mean scores across group characteristics for age 
on the EOC Scale (Table 5.68). 
Table 5.68 








60 + 17 
totals 280 
Sum of Sq. 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 1864.579 













Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
10.73 2.98 61.65 98.93 
12.37 1.77 56 109 
14.14 1.29 47 112 
14.93 1.66 51 112 
11.40 2.77 75.43 111.65 
13.95 0.83 47 112 
Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
466.145 2.446 P= .047* 
190.580 
When treated as an interval-ratio level variable there is not a statistically 
significant difference between mean scores across group characteristics for job 
classification on the EOC Scale (Table 5.69). 
Table 5.69 
Equal Opportunity Climate Scale by Job Classification 
One-way ANOV A 
N Mean 
Job Classification 
Tenure Track 99 87.52 
Teaching Academic Staff 21 91.5 
Non-Teach Acad. Staff 54 87.47 
Classified Staff 87 87.46 
LTE 13 87.55 
totals 274 87.79 
Sum of Sq. df 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 313.103 4 
Within Groups 54566.250 269 
Total 54879.353 273 
Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
15.57 1.57 47 112 
15.84 3.46 61 112 
12.82 1.75 61.65 109 
13.16 1.41 51 112 
13.47 3.74 56 109 
14.18 0.86 47 112 
Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
78.276 0.386 p= .819 
202.849 
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When treated as an interval-ratio level variable there is a statistically 
significant difference between mean scores across group characteristics for 
years at the institution on the EOG Scale (Table 5.70). 
Table 5.70 




less than 5 years 63 87.75 
5 to 20 years 155 85.63 
more than 20 years 64 93.88 
totals 282 87.97 
Sum of Sq. df 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 3085.045 2 
Within Groups 52729.490 279 
Total 55814.535 281 





Mean Sq. F 
1542.523 8.162 
188.995 








The proposed model was evaluated using multiple regression analysis. 
This analysis revealed that the full model (model 1) explained 47% of the 
variance in perceptions of university climate. Based upon these results it was 
apparent that the model included some of the most critical determinants of 
climate perceptions (see Table 5.71 ). 
To further explore the proposed model of climate perceptions a variety of 
alternative models were subjected to multiple regression analysis (see Table 
5.71 ). First, the impact of the more distal respondent characteristics was 
examined. These characteristics included the respondents' age, gender, income, 
job classification, and length of employment. Collectively these factors alone 
(model 2) account for a mere 4% of the variance in perceptions of the university 
climate for women and minorities. Based upon these results, the common 
wisdom suggesting that a person's social characteristics determine their 
perceptions of climate is lacking. To further validate this somewhat surprising 
finding, bi-variate analyses exploring each demographic factor and its impact on 
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climate perceptions were reviewed. These analyses show little, if any, predictable 
patterning between social characteristics and perceptions of climate. 
Table 5.71 
Multiple Regression Results of Models Tested 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Standard Error of Significance 
Square the Estimate 
1 .699 .489 .472 9.5528 p=.000* 
2 .242 .059 .040 12.8855 p=.011 * 
3 .665 .443 .427 9.9549 p=.000* 
4 .685 .469 .454 9.7170 p=.000* 
5 .547 .299 .278 11.1682 p=.000* 
To further explore variations in the originally proposed model additional 
multiple regression analyses were conducted. In one variety of the original model 
(model 3), 43% of the variance in climate perceptions was explained by 
individual's demographic characteristics, their attitude toward diversity, and 
perception of campus civility, excluding quality of worklife. In another variety of 
the model (model 4) all factors were included except the respondents' attitude 
toward diversity. In this model, some 45% of the variance in climate perceptions 
were explained. In yet another variation (model 5), all factors were included 
except the measure of campus civility. Here, 28% of the variation in faculty and 
staff perceptions of the climate for women and minorities was accounted for. 
Based upon these results, the impact of the more proximate factors, quality of 
worklife, general attitude toward diversity, and perception of campus civility on 
perceptions of campus climate is critical. 
To further assess the impact of the components of the proposed model on 
perceptions of campus climate, the authors examined the standardized beta co­
efficients generated in the initial multiple regression analysis of the full model. 
Standardized beta co-efficients (beta weights) are used to indicate the relative 
importance of each factor in the model. The larger the beta weight the more 
important the variables contribution to the overall model, while holding the 
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contribution of all the other predictors in the model constant. The results of this 
analysis appear in Table 5.72. 
It appears that the relative importance of the more proximate factors 
(perceived level of campus civility, satisfaction with the quality of worklife, and 
general attitude toward diversity) tar surpasses the relative importance of any of 
the social or demographic factors. For example, with a beta weight of .53, 
Table 5.72 
Relative Importance of Variables in the Proposed Model 
Variables Standardized t Significance 
Coefficients (Beta) 
Income .066 4.748 p=.228 
Age .077 1.396 p=.164 
Gender -.001 -.019 p=.985 
Job Classification .108 1.931 p=.055 
Years employed -.051 -.887 p=.376 
Support for Diversity -.152 -3.065 p=.002* 
Quality of Worklife .248 4.670 p=.000* 
Level of Civility .531 9.475 p=.000* 
the relative importance of individuals' perception of campus civility in explaining 
their perceptions of campus climate, while controlling tor all other independent 
variables, is paramount. Similarly, beta weights of .25 and -.15 tor quality of 
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worklife and general support for diversity respectively, far surpass the negligible 
importance of respondents' age, gender, job classification, or years employed. 
None of the social demographic factors yield beta weights that approach the 
criterion for statistical significance (.01 ). 
Clearly, the collective and individual contribution of the more proximate, 
contextual factors is critical in explaining the respondents' perceptions of climate, 
at least in this study of campus climate. 
Chapter V 
CONCLUSIONS 
The difficulties associated with the development, implementation, and 
analysis of a university-wide climate assessment include: the difficulty in moving 
from abstract, if not reified, notions of "climate" to quantitative measures of 
institutional climate, the absence of well-tested measures of institutional climate, 
the potential for heightened institutional sensitivity around questions of climate, 
diversity, and discrimination, the reluctance of potential survey respondents to 
complete surveys of sensitive issues, as well as the reluctance of the institution 
to accept or acknowledge findings from climate surveys that may challenge 
current perceptions of institutional culture. 
The climate survey instrument was developed after a series of intensive, 
on-campus focus groups, consultation with researchers and professionals who 
were experienced in either designing or using climate surveys, and a review of 
the extant literature in the area of climate surveys. The instrument development 
process extended over two semesters in which key campus stakeholders were 
given multiple opportunities to review and offer feedback related to the emerging 
climate instrument. 
Upon reflection, this extended development cycle fostered a more 
supportive context leading up to the administration of the climate survey. Faculty 
and staff "buy in" were critical to laying the foundation for a successful survey 
effort. In addition, early in the survey development cycle, over 40 faculty, staff, 
students, and administrators convened for a Campus Climate Visioning Exercise 




As a result of the Visioning Exercise working definitions and shared 
understanding among participants were developed as the components 
underlying campus climate were elucidated. 
Resultant data suggests that there are statistically significant differences 
between the respondents to this survey based on their gender, age, and the 
number of years at the institution. Research hypothesis numbers one, three and 
five have been supported whereas the null hypothesis could not be rejected for 
groups based on levels of income or job classification. Clearly there are weak to 
moderate (at best) measures of association reported here. Subsequently, for 
those antecedent variables showing variability between groups it is possible that 
the significance of their relationship is a function of the large number of 
respondents to the survey. 
Clearly, Hypothesis 7 [Contextual variables (Quality of Worklife, Civility, 
and Attitudes on Diversity Efforts) in the model are the best predictors of campus 
climate (EOC) dependent variable scale scores] is supported with 47% of the 
variance explained in the multiple regression model. Antecedent variables in this 
research project lack the ability to predict respondent measures for EOC; 
predicting a mere 4%. 
In the hopes of responsible research reporting it is important to reflect on 
these findings. Extant research on climate outcomes has reported similar 
findings in the past and possibly overstating the impact of individual level data on 
institutional culture. It is possible that there is a general decline in the 
pervasiveness of the correspondence between individual level characteristics 
and outcomes. These past findings should not necessarily be discounted. 
Results from this survey would support a generalized conclusion that there is not 
sufficient correspondence between antecedent individual characteristics to 
support any claims of institutionalized discrimination at this university. While it is 
obvious that individual level experiences support the existence of serendipitous 
acts of discrimination are present and effecting individual climate outcomes. The 
dichotomy between individual discriminatory acts and institutional culture make it 




exercised as not to place too little emphasis on data that suggests that expanded 
institutional initiatives are needed in the "socialization" of employees into the 
intended institutional cultural milieu. Caution should be exercised in placing too 
little emphasis on individual outcomes and experiences with discrimination. 
Toward that end, it is recommended that institutional initiatives in the area 
of quality of worklife, civility, and attitudes on diversity efforts be increased. In 
the area of quality of worklife special attention should be directed toward job 
evaluations, frequency of job evaluations, opportunities for professional growth 
and development, opportunities for team work, participation in unit based 
decision making, shared information systems, managerial understanding of 
problems affecting employees, trust, work load distribution, and clearer more 
user friendly grievance procedures. 
Although civility is nearly impossible to legislate, efforts are needed to 
encourage acceptance and respect of others in the workplace that are different. 
Mid-western cultural practices appear to affect this concept in a counter 
productive manner. Differences around job status and sexual orientation are at 
the center of the problem of incivility encountered by faculty and staff 
respondents. Relational problems between academic teaching staff and tenured 
faculty members as well as between classified employees and teaching faculty 
are in need of an institutional intervention initiative. 
Institutional initiatives to increase positive attitudes toward diversity 
efforts are needed as well. The rise in single-issue constituencies in the 
academy may account for the structural differentiation between members of 
group level characteristics. With the decline of Affirmative Action policies at the 
university it is not known what the future impact on this measure will be. It could 
be contended that a decline in the "importance" of group differences across 
campus may bring about a decline in differentiation between groups. Resultant 
trends will have to be monitored to determine the actual affect. There does exist 
the possibility of campus-wide regression in equal opportunity will follow the 
decline in legalized efforts to ensure and protects individuals from hiring 
discrimination based on group membership. 
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This particular research project is intended to be a step in the right 
direction in institutional EOC assessment. It has been demonstrated that 
individual level characteristics play a very small part in EOC outcomes. While in 
the past these measures have been overstated it can be said that assessing 
organizational EOC measures can lead to a much clearer "snap shot" of 
organizational life. While this is good news to the institutional researcher it not 
necessarily that great of news to an individual seeking institutional changes to 
accommodate "group or individual" changes or improvements. Validation of EOC 
measures is merely an attempt to seek out areas where there is an 
institutionalized component to discrimination in the workplace. It is clearly 
imperative to discern between individual and institutional discrimination and 
barriers to equal opportunities. It is often more expedient to focus and blame the 
institution as the culprit. Where discrimination exists at the individual level, 
improvements in the "climate" depend heavily on the willingness and actions of 
individuals in taking responsibility for change. 
This survey of faculty and staff members completed in the Spring of 1998 
offers the University (where administered) an important "snapshot" of a key 
dimension of its institutional culture, namely perceptions of the Equal Opportunity 
Climate. 
In spite of its heuristic value, the campus climate (EOC) survey and its 
subsequent results are limited by several factors. First, the survey has only been 
administered once. As a result it is not possible to compare the results to earlier 
applications of this instrument or to connect specific campus activities and events 
to changes in faculty and staff perception of climate. The university that 
participated in this survey project plans to re-implement this instrument every 
three years. This will facilitate the ability to get trend data for subsequent years 
to follow. Second, no data presently exist for peer institutions. As a result, 
comparative analysis cannot be done for other similar institutions either in terms 
of peer group size, demographic representitiveness or geographical proximity. In 
the future, if other institutions of higher education in the Universities' peer group 
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compared to other institutions. Great caution must prevail in attaching theoretical 
significance to any specific finding or result in this study. It is not known if this 
particular university is statistically different than any other (comparable) university 
in terms of EOG. Third, while basic quality of measures have undergone 
significant testing it is wise to suggest caution here as well. Although, the 
instrument items and scales have performed far better than expected, it is not 
known at this point what percentage of the complex concept of campus climate is 
truly explained by this research. 
In stepping back and reviewing this study of university climate several 
conclusions seem clear. First, in designing a survey of campus climate, both real 
and symbolic benefits come from an inclusive and purposive survey development 
process. The substantial response rate in this study clearly benefited from 
bringing many campus stakeholders into the survey development process. 
Second, while difficult to construct, valid and reliable measures of campus 
climate can be developed. In this thesis, the identification of items to include in 
the campus climate scale benefited from initial focus group sessions, as well as 
consultation with national experts, including those outside academe. Third, a 
multi-variate analysis of a model of campus climate perceptions revealed several 
key findings. Analyzing relative importance of key determinants of faculty and 
staff perceptions of the EOG substantiated the very low relative importance of 
individual traits. This finding, while important in terms of how researchers and 
others think about campus climate, must be subjected to further testing via 
replication of this study over a variety of university contexts, and for a variety of 
time frames. 
In closing it is hoped that the description of the development of this climate 
(EOG) survey, the assessment of measurement quality, and the results of the 






Experiences with Discrimination Scale 
How often in the past two years have you personally experienced the following: 
1. Were made uncomfortable by racial or ethnic comments 
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 23 8.1% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 36 12.6% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 76 26.7% 
3.21 - Mean* 9 3.2% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 141 49.5% 
totals 285 100.1% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
2. Received an unfair or biased evaluation because of your race or ethnicity
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 4 1.4% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 2 0.7% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 4 1.4% 
3.93- Mean* 17 6.0% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 258 90.5% 
totals 285 100.0% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
3. Not considered for certain tasks or activities because of your race or ethnicity 
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 
4 1.4% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years
4 1.4% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years
5 1.8% 
3.91 - Mean* 
13 4.6% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years
259 90.9% 
totals 285 100.1% 





4. Received inadequate support from your supervisor because of your race or ethnicity 
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 4 1.4% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 4 1.4% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 0 0.0% 
3.93 • Mean• 11 3.9% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 266 93.3% 
totals 285 100.0% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
5. Received unfair work assignments because of your race or ethnicity 
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 3 1.1% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 2 0.7% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 2 0.7% 
3.94 • Mean• 13 4.6% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 265 93.0% 
totals 285 100.1% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
6. Discriminated against in terms of salary or promotion because
of your race or ethnicity 
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 3 
1.1% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 3 
1.1% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 
8 2.8% 
3.92 • Mean• 
12 4.2% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 
259 90.9% 
totals 285 100.1% 




7. Were made uncomfortable by sexist comments
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 36 12.6% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 38 13.3% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 84 29.5% 
3.03- Mean• 10 3.5% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 117 41.1% 
totals 285 100.0% 





8. Received an unfair or biased evaluation because of your gender
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 11 3.9% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 9 3.2% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 25 8.8% 
3.72- Mean• 16 5.6% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 224 78.6% 
totals 285 100.1% 





9. Not considered for certain tasks or activities because of your gender
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 11 3.9% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 15 
5.3% 




4) Never experienced this over the past two years 
213 74.7% 
totals 285 100.1% 






10. Received inadequate support from your supervisor because of your gender
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 11 3.9% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 11 3.9% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 28 9.8% 
3.69- Mean* 15 5.3% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 220 77.2% 
totals 285 100.1% 





11. Received unfair work assignments because of your gender
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 12 4.2% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 12 4.2% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 19 6.7% 
3.71 - Mean* 14 4.9% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 228 80.0% 
totals 285 100.0% 










1 ) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 9 3.2% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 19 6.7% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 26 9.1% 
3.65- Mean* 22 7.7% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 209 73.3% 
totals 285 100.0% 





13. Were made uncomfortable by comments about gays, lesbians, or
bisexuals 
Frequency Percent 
1) Experienced this more than 5 times over the past two years 28 9.8% 
2) Experienced this 3 to 5 times over the past two years 29 10.2% 
3) Experienced this 1 to 2 times over the past two years 71 24.9% 
3.23- Mean* 10 3.5% 
4) Never experienced this over the past two years 147 51.6% 
totals 285 100.0% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
p=.024* P=.007* p=.015* 
11.287 .206 .212 
Chi-Sq. Gamma Gamma 
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Likelihood of Discrimination Scale 
In the past year, what is the likelihood that. .••. 
1. A male faculty or staff person made demeaning remarks about a female 
by referring to her body parts 
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred 45 15.8% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 44 15.4% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 62 21.8% 
3.18- Mean* 5 1.8% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred 74 26.0% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred 55 19.3% 
totals 285 100.1% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
2. A female faculty or staff person made demeaning remarks about a male 
by referring to his body parts 
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred 14 4.9% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 29 10.2% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 55 19.3% 
3.71 - Mean* 5 1.8% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred 107 37.5% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred 75 26.3% 
totals 285 100.0% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
p= .020* p= .004* 
13.427 -.199 
Chi-Sq. Gamma 
3. A male faculty or staff person would lightly touch a female during a conversation,
but never touch a male in similar circumstances
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred 21 7.4% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 42 14.7% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 69 24.2% 
3.42 -Mean* 5 1.8% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred 94 33.0% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred 54 18.9% 
totals 285 100.0% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 




4. A female faculty or staff person would lightly touch a male during a conversation,
but never touch a female in similar circumstances 
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred 6 2.1% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 26 9.1% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 56 19.6% 
3.79 - Mean• 5 1.8% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred 126 44.2% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred 66 23.2% 
totals 285 100.0% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
5. A student referred to persons of color using racial slurs (like nigger, chink)
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred 61 21.4% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 54 18.9% 
2.93- Mean• 7 2.5% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 56 19.6% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred 57 20.0% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred 50 17.5% 
totals 285 99.9% 






6. A faculty or staff member referred to persons of color using 
racial slurs (like nigger, chink) 
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred 17 6.0% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 36 12.6% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 35 12.3% 
3.84- Mean* 7 2.5% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred 76 26.7% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred 114 40.0% 
totals 285 100.1% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
7. A student referred to a gay or lesbian person using slurs and
slang terms (like fag or dyke)
Frequency Percent 
1 ) A very good chance this event could have occurred 92 32.3% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 51 17.9% 
2.58- Mean* 6 2.1% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 58 20.4% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred 39 13.7% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred 39 13.7% 
totals 285 100.1% 





8. A faculty or staff member referred to a gay or lesbian person using
slurs and slang terms (like fag or 
dyke) 
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred
29 10.2% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred
38 13.3% 




4) A small chance this event could have occurred
79 27.7% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred
84 29.5% 
totals 285 100.0% 





White students choose not to sit with minority students in the student 
umon 
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred 46 16.1% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 44 15.4% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 65 22.8% 
3.12 - Mean* 9 3.2% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred 74 26.0% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred 47 16.5% 
totals 285 100.0% 





10. A white faculty or staff person said to a friend, " (Name of University) 
would be a better place without those foreign students!" 
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred 12 4.2% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 27 9.5% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 30 10.5% 
3.97- Mean* 8 2.8% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred 95 33.3% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred 113 39.6% 
totals 285 99.9% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
11. A woman probationary faculty or staff person is held to a higher standard
for promotion or retention than a man 
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred 48 
16.8% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 46 
16.1% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 59 
20.7% 
3.16 - Mean* 
6 2.1% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred
64 22.5% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred
62 21.8% 
totals 285 100.0% 
Gender Income Age Job Class Years 
Employed 
p= .ooo· p= .020· p= .ooo· p=.002·
 
41.215 .135 .219 .219 
Chi-Sq. Gamma Gamma Gamma 
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12. A woman faculty or staff person left the University primarily because the
working climate made her uncomfortable
Frequency Percent 
1) A very good chance this event could have occurred 58 20.4% 
2) A reasonably good chance this event could have occurred 34 11.9% 
3) A moderate chance this event could have occurred 59 20.7% 
3.08- Mean* 5 1.8% 
4) A small chance this event could have occurred 85 29.8% 
5) Almost no chance this event could have occurred 44 15.4% 
totals 285 100.0% 








Experiences With Discrimination 
Experiences With Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) by Gender 
Female Male totals 
High Discrimination 61 34 95 
43.0% 24.6% 33.9% 
Moderate Discrimination 46 47 93 
32.4% 34.1% 33.2% 
Low Discrimination 35 57 92 
24.6% 41.3% 32.9% 
142 138 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 
Value df Approx. 
Sig. 2T 
!Ordinal by Nominal Pearson chi-square 12.891 2 p = .002* N of Valid Cases 280 
Experiences With Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) by Income 
<15K 15-30 K 30-35K 45-60K 60-75K 75K+ totals 
High Discrimination 1 17 15 18 15 23 89 
12.5% 45.9% 38.5% 34.6% 29.4% 31.5% 34.2% 
Moderate Discrimination 1 10 14 17 21 23 86 
12.5% 27.0% 35.9% 32.7% 41.2% 31.5% 33.1% 
Low Discrimination 6 10 10 17 15 27 85 
75.0% 27.0% 25.6% 32.7% 29.4% 37.0% 32.7% 
8 37 39 52 51 73 260 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!Ordinal by Ordinal 
Gamma .062 0.074 0.838 p= .402 
N of Valid Cases 260 
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Experiences With Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) by Age 
< 30 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 + totals 
High Discrimination 4 18 49 21 3 95 
30.8% 36.7% 40.8% 25.9% 17.6% 33.9% 
Moderate Discrimination 8 18 37 25 4 92 
61.5% 36.7% 30.8% 30.9% 23.5% 32.9% 
Low Discrimination 1 13 34 35 10 93 
7.7% 26.5% 28.3% 43.2% 58.8% 33.2% 
13 49 120 81 17 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma .233 0.071 3.255 P= .001* N of Valid Cases 280 
Experiences With Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) by Job Classification 
Tenure Teac Non- Classified LTE totals 
Track Acad. Teach Staff 
Staff Acad. 
Staff 
High Discrimination 33 7 23 26 6 95 
33.3% 33.3% 42.6% 29.9% 46.2% 34.7% 
Moderate Discrimination 32 6 18 32 3 91 
32.3% 28.6% 33.3% 36.8% 23.1% 33.2% 
Low Discrimination 34 8 13 29 4 88 
34.3% 38.1% 24.1% 33.3% 30.8% 32.1% 
99 21 54 87 13 274 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!
Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma -.016 0.076 -0.217 P- .828 
N of Valid Cases 274 
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Experiences With Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) by Years at Institution 
less than 5 to 20 more than totals 
5 years years 20years 
High Discrimination 26 58 12 96 
41.3% 37.4% 18.8% 34.0% 
Moderate Discrimination 15 55 23 93 
23.8% 35.5% 35.9% 33.0% 
Low Discrimination 22 42 29 93 
34.9% 27.1% 45.3% 33.0% 
63 155 64 282 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!Ordinal by Ordinal 
Gamma .195 0.085 2.275 p = .023* 
N of Valid Cases 282 
Likelihood of Discrimination 
Likelihood Of Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) by Gender 
Female Male totals 
High Likelihood 51 40 91 
35.9% 29.0% 32.5% 
Moderate Likelihood 51 42 93 
35.9% 30.4% 33.2% 
Low Likelihood 40 56 96 
28.2% 40.6% 34.3% 
142 138 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 
Value df Approx. 
Sig. 2T 
'Ordinal by Nominal 
Pearson chi-square 4.811 2 P- .090
N of Valid Cases 280 
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Likelihood Of Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) by Income 
<15K 15-30 K 30-35K 45-60K 60-75K 75K+ totals 
High Likelihood 2 18 12 16 18 18 84 
25.0% 48.6% 30.8% 30.8% 35.3% 24.7% 32.3% 
Moderate Likelihood 0 10 16 23 13 24 86 
0.0% 27.0% 41.0% 44.2% 25.5% 39.2% 33.1% 
Low Likelihood 6 9 11 13 20 31 90 
75.0% 24.3% 28.2% 25.0% 39.2% 42.5% 34.6% 
8 37 39 52 51 73 260 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!
Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma .136 0.73 1.856 p = .063 
N of Valid Cases 260 
Likelihood Of Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) by Age 
< 30 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ totals 
High Likelihood 7 18 41 19 4 89 
53.8% 36.7% 34.2% 23.5% 23.5% 31.8% 
Moderate Likelihood 5 19 36 29 5 94 
38.5% 38.8% 30.0% 35.8% 29.4% 33.6% 
Low Likelihood 1 12 43 33 8 97 
7.7% 24.5% 35.8% 40.7% 47.1% 34.6% 
13 49 120 81 17 280 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
!Ordinal by Ordinal 
Gamma .223 0.071 3.09 p = .002· 
N of Valid Cases 280 
Likelihood Of Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) by Job Classification 
Tenure Teac Non- Classified LTE totals 
Track Acad. Teach Staff 
Staff Acad. 
Staff 
High Likelihood 35 6 14 31 3 89 
35.4% 28.6% 25.9% 35.6% 23.1% 32.5% 
Moderate Likelihood 31 4 23 28 5 
91 
31.3% 19.0% 42.6% 32.2% 38.5% 33.2% 
Low Likelihood 33 11 17 28 5 
94 
33.3% 52.4% 31.5% 32.2% 38.5% 34.3% 
99 21 54 87 13 274 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Value Asyrnp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
'
Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma .005 0.076 0.068 p = .945 
N of Valid Cases 274 
Likelihood Of Discrimination Scale (Ordinal Level) by Years at Institution 
less than 5 to 20 more than totals 
5 years years 20 years 
High Likelihood 20 60 10 90 
31.7% 38.7% 15.6% 31.9% 
Moderate Likelihood 21 54 20 95 
33.3% 34.8% 31.3% 33.7% 
Low Likelihood 22 41 34 97 
34.9% 26.5% 53.1% 34.4% 
63 155 64 282 
totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. 
Std. Error T Sig. 
'Ordinal by Ordinal 
Gamma .201 0.083 2.399 p = .016* 






Experiences With Discrimination 
I-test for Statistical Significance - Experiences With Discrimination Scale by Gender 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error of Mean 
Female 142 46.21 6.49 0.5444 
Male 138 48.89 3.64 0.3102 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances 
Equal Variances assumed 




Experiences With Discrimination - One-Way ANOVA 
N Mean 
Income 
<15K 8 49.87 
15-30K 37 46.62 
30-35K 39 47.61 
45-60K 52 47.66 
60-75K 51 47.45 
75K+ 73 47.95 
totals 260 47.62 
Sum of Sq. df 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 86.869 5 
Within Groups 6587.792 254 













Mean Sq. F 
17.374 0.670 
25.936 
Std. Dev. Std. Error 
Age 
6.29 1.75 <30 13 45.63 
30-39 49 46.86 6.17 0.88 
40-49 120 47.32 4.88 0.45 
50-59 81 48.43 4.67 0.52 
60 + 17 49.58 3.58 0.87 
totals 280 47.62 5.11 0.31 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 209.274 4 52.319 2.031 
Within Groups 7085.428 275 25.765 
Total 7294.702 279 
I-test for Equality of Means 
Of Sig. 2t Mean 
Difference 
278 P= .ooo· -2.68 





















N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Job Classification 
Tenure Track 99 47.45 6.02 0.60 15.23 52 
Teaching Academic Staff 21 48.78 3.36 0.73 41 52 
Non-Teach Acad. Staff 54 46.84 5.06 0.69 30.65 52 
Classified Staff 87 47.93 4.44 0.48 34 52 
LTE 13 44.83 9.65 2.68 16 52 
totals 274 47.46 5.45 0.33 15.23 52 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 166.540 4 41.635 1.410 p=.231 
Within Groups 7942.939 269 29.528 
Total 8109.479 273 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Years Employed 
less than 5 years 63 46.94 6.18 0.78 16 52 
5 to 20 years 155 47.06 5.57 0.45 15.23 52 
more than 20 years 64 49.11 3.96 0.49 35 52 
totals 282 47.50 5.45 0.32 15.23 52 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 215.392 2 107.696 3.694 P= .026* 
Within Groups 8135.085 279 29.158 
Total 8350.477 281 
Likelihood of Discrimination 
t-test for Statistical Significance - Likelihood of Discrimination Scale by Gender
N Mean 
Female 142 39.20 
Male 138 41.48 
Equal Variances assumed 
Equal Variances not assumed 
Std. Dev. Std. Error of Mean 
10.42 0.8741 
11.56 0.9841 





t-test for Equality of Means 
t df Sig. 2t Mean 
Difference 
-1.741 278 p-.083 -2.28
-1.738 273.21 p=.083 -2.28 
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Likelihood of Discrimination - One-Way ANOVA 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Income 
<15K 8 45.78 11.76 4.16 28 60 
15-30K 37 38.05 10.82 1.78 21 60 
30-35K 39 39.87 10.13 1.62 17 59 
45-60K 52 39.33 10.38 1.44 12 60 
60-75K 51 39.76 11.81 1.65 12 59 
75K+ 73 42.53 10.81 1.27 14 60 
totals 260 40.41 10.91 0.68 12 60 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 855.961 5 171.192 1.451 p=.207 
Within Groups 29968.135 254 117.985 
Total 30824.096 259 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Age 
< 30 13 35.92 8.02 2.22 22 50 
30-39 49 38.64 9.64 1.38 20 58 
40-49 120 40.69 11.07 1.01 12 60 
50-59 81 40.96 12.13 1.35 12 60 
60+ 17 45.56 9.13 2.21 29 60 
totals 280 40.48 11.01 0.66 12 60 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 897.492 4 224.373 1.875 P= .155 
Within Groups 32903.612 275 119.649 
Total 33801.104 279 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum 
Maximum 
Job Classification 
Tenure Track 99 40.07 11.88 1.19 
12 60 
Teaching Academic Staff 21 42.73 13.59 2.97 
14 60 
Non-Teach Acad. Staff 54 40.63 9.70 
1.32 21 58 
Classified Staff 87 39.53 10.40 
1.11 15 60 
LTE 13 42.74 8.28 2.30 
29 57 
totals 274 40.34 10.98 
0.66 12 60 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F 
Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 262.670 4 65.668 
0.541 p=.706 
Within Groups 32635.635 269 121.322 
Total 32898.305 273 
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N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Years Employed 
less than 5 years 63 40.80 11.57 1.46 14 60 
5 to 20 years 155 38.57 10.63 0.85 12 60 
more than 20 years 64 44.77 9.95 1.24 17 58 
totals 282 40.47 10.95 0.65 12 60 
Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F Sig. (2T) 
Source of Variance 
Between Groups 1748.243 2 874.122 7.632 p= .001· 
Within Groups 31953.316 279 114.528 
Total 33701.559 281 
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